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I.  LETTER  OF  TRANSMITTAL 


mtniteb  $>ialc&  Senate 

COMMITTEE  ON 

LABOR  AND  PUBLIC  WELFARE 

WASHINGTON.  D.C.     20810 

March  3,  1976 


Honorable  Harrison  A.  Williams 

Chairman 

Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare 

Washington,  D.C.    20510 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

For  several  years  a  number  of  us  in  Congress  have  worked  hard 
to  enact  legislation  designed  to  provide  poor  children  and  children 
of  working  parents  with  necessary  education,  health  and  child 
care  services  that  their  families  have  been  unable  to  provide. 

We  have  held  many  hearings  which  have  documented  the  need  for 
this  type  of  legislation  and  which  have  demonstrated  the  concern 
of  many  parents,  professional  organizations  and  members  of  Congress 
for  the  children  who  lack  these  services. 

The  Child  and  Family  Services  Act,  which  is  pending  before  the 
Subcommittee,  represents  an  attempt  to  develop  programs  to  meet 
these  demonstrated  needs. 

In  recent  months  this  proposed  legislation  has  become  the 
target  of  a  highly  misleading  and  unfair  campaign  to  convince  the 
American  people  that  it  would  somehow  undermine  the  authority  of 
families  to  raise  their  own  children.   This  campaign  has  become 
so  strong  and  so  widespread  that  members  of  the  Senate  are  re- 
ceiving many  thousands  of  letters  every  week  from  persons  express- 
ing concern  about  the  false  allegations. 

Because  of  the  great  public  misunderstanding  which  has  developed, 
I  believe  the  Committee  has  a  responsibility  to  provide  the  fullest 
and  most  complete,  accurate  information  available  to  those  who 
have  expressed  an  interest  in  the  bill. 

For  this  reason,  I  recommend  that  the  Committee  print  a  commit- 
tee document  which  includes  the  text  of  the  bill,  a  response  to  the 
allegations  about  the  bill,  statements  of  members  of  Congress, 
articles  from  the  press,  and  other  relevant  materials.   I  believe 
that  such  a  document  would  be  most  useful  to  the  committee  in  the 
coming  months. 


Jalter  F.  Monflale,  Chairman 
Subcommittee  on  Children  £  Youth 

(V) 
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II.  FOREWORD 


Over  the  last  several  months,  Senators  and  Congressmen  have 
received  an  enormous  volume  of  mail  in  opposition  to  S.  626,  the  Child 
and  Family  Services  Act.  Most  of  the  opposition  to  this  bill  has  been 
based  on  totally  inaccurate  information  which  has  been  circulated  in 
the  form  of  an  anonymous  unsigned  flyer  to  persons  in  communities 
throughout  the  country.  This  flyer  cites  provisions  which  have  never 
been  part  of  S.  626,  which  have  never  been  considered  by  this  com- 
mittee, and  it  erroneously  interprets  or  cites  out  of  context  other 
provisions.  For  purposes  of  accurate  public  information  on  this  bill 
and  to  foster  fully  informed  public  debate,  the  committee  is  making 
available  this  document  which  includes  the  text  of  the  bill,  responses 
to  allegations  made  about  the  bill,  statements  of  Members  of  Congress, 
and  other  relevant  materials.  I  am  hopeful  that  this  document  will 
serve  to  allay  the  concerns  expressed  by  people  throughout  the 
country  and  will  assist  the  efforts  of  the  committee  to  assure  that 
debate  on  this  bill  takes  place  in  a  truthful  atmosphere. 

Harrison  A.  Williams,  Jr.,  Chairman. 

(VII) 


FOREWORD 


For  the  past  5  years,  I  have  been  working  with  many  Members  of 
Congress  to  enact  legislation  that  would  make  available — on  a  totally 
voluntary  basis — health,  education  and  child  care  services  for  many 
American  families  and  children. 

The  legislation  would  offer  a  wide  variety  of  services  designed 
to  strengthen  and  support  families  and  children,  including  prenatal 
health  care,  early  health  screening  and  treatment  to  identify  handi- 
capping conditions,  part-day  preschool  programs  like  nursery  school 
and  Headstart,  home  care,  or  in  some  cases,  day  care  for  children  of 
working  parents. 

This  legislation  is  designed  to  meet  the  needs  of  poor  families  whose 
children  often  cannot  obtain  decent  care  and  the  needs  of  working 
parents  who  often  cannot  afford  adequate  assistance  for  their  children. 

This  legislation  was  the  number  one  priority  identified  by  the  over 
2,000  delegates  to  the  1970  White  House  Conference  on  Children 
convened  by  former  President  Nixon.  It  passed  the  Congress  by  over- 
whelming bipartisan  margins  in  1971  only  to  be  vetoed  by  the  Presi- 
dent. A  revised  version  passed  the  Senate  by  a  vote  of  73  to  12  in  1972, 
and  during  the  past  }*ear  we  have  had  12  days  of  joint  House-Senate 
hearings  on  a  further  revised  version. 

This  bill  is  supported  by  a  wide  range  of  civic  and  religious  orga- 
nizations, including  the  National  Conference  of  Catholic  Charities,  the 
United  Methodist  Church,  the  Baptist  Joint  Committee  on  Public 
Affairs,  the  UAW,  and  AFL-CIO,  the  PTA,  the  League  of  Women 
Voters,  and  the  American  Home  Economics  Association.  The  Arch- 
bishop of  St.  Paul  and  Minneapolis,  Reverend  Roach,  has  stated  on 
behalf  of  all  Minnesota  Catholic  Bishops  that  the  "bill  would  fill  an 
urgent  need." 

Incredibly,  this  bill  is  now  the  subject  of  a  totally  fraudulent  propa- 
ganda campaign  in  Minnesota  and  other  States — -a  campaign  being 
waged  primarily  through  unsigned  literature.  It  is  fraudulent  because 
it  includes  claims  that  have  nothing  to  do  with  this  bill. 

The  literature  alleges  that  provisions  of  a  so-called  Charter  of 
Children's  Rights — -which  actually  was  drafted  in  Britain — are  part 
of  this  bill. 

It  claims  that  this  bill  somehow  would  undermine  religious  instruc- 
tion and  would  somehow  take  the  authority  for  child  rearing  from 
families  and  turn  it  over  to  the  State. 

These  allegations  and  claims  are  totally  without  foundation.  If  any 
of  these  allegations  were  true,  I  would  be  the  first  to  oppose  the  bill. 

Sixteen  Protestant,  Catholic  and  Jewish  organization^  who  ex- 
amined the  bill  concluded  that  "these  charges  are  totally  inaccurate" 
and  that  the  bill  would  "strengthen  and  support  families." 

Dr.  John  W.  Baker  of  the  Baptist  Joint  Conference  stated  that  the 
bill  would  strengthen  the  American  family. 

(IX) 


Because  these  dishonest  allegations  are  so  widespread  and  because 
they  have  caused  considerable  concern  among  many  decent  Americans, 
I  have  requested  that  a  Committee  document  be  prepared  which 
includes  the  widely  circulated  flyer  attacking  this  bill,  the  bill  itself, 
and  related  materials  prepared  in  response  to  these  attacks. 

I  want  to  emphasize  that  it  has  never  been  my  desire  to  limit 
debate  about  this  legislation,  or  to  stifle  criticism  of  it.  Indeed,  when 
I  introduced  this  bill  I  stated  that  "nothing  in  this  bill  is  etched  in 
stone."  In  fact,  throughout  the  hearings  on  the  bill  we  specifically  have 
invited  witnesses  representing  a  wide  range  of  viewpoints,  including 
individuals  and  organizations  who  oppose  the  bill  entirely. 

Clearly,  reasonable  people  can  and  do  disagree  about  many  aspects 
of  this  proposal.  How  much  funding,  if  any,  can  we  afford  for  a  pro- 
gram of  this  kind  given  the  budget  deficit  which  exists?  What  is  the 
appropriate  federal  role,  if  any,  in  the  provision  of  child  and  family 
services?  What  services  if  any  should  be  offered  and  how  can  they  be 
administered  effectively  and  efficiently?  What  are  the  appropriate 
roles,  if  any,  for  public  schools,  and  for  profit  making  day  care  pro- 
grams in  legislation  of  this  kind?  These  are  the  kinds  of  questions  the 
Congress  and  the  American  public  must  debate  and  resolve  during  the 
consideration  of  a  proposal  of  this  nature.  They  are  precisely  the 
kinds  of  issues  that  the  Subcommittee  addressed  in  its  hearings,  and 
one  on  which  we  deliberately  invited  witnesses  with  differing  view- 
points to  testify. 

But,  issues  such  as  these  must  be  debated  on  the  basis  of  facts,  not 
fiction.  And,  decisions  about  them  and  the  proposal  in  general  must  be 
decided  on  the  merits.  To  approach  this  issue  otherwise — especially 
in  a  way  that  totally  misrepresents  and  distorts  the  purposes  and 
provisions  of  the  legislation  under  consideration — is  a  disservice  to  all 
Americans  concerned  about  families  and  children. 

Walter  F.  Mondale, 
Chairman,  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Children  and  Youth. 


III.  TEXT  OF  S.  626  WITH  AMENDMENTS 


(XI) 


Amendments  Proposed  by  Mr.  Mondale  to  the  Child  and  Family 

Services  Act 

On  February  7,  1975,  the  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  was  intro- 
duced in  the  Senate.  Since  then  questions  have  been  raised  -about  the 
meaning   of   certain   terms   used   in   the   proposed   legislation. 

One  area  of  concern  has  been  the  definition  of  the  term  "parent." 
The  definition  of  parent  was  included  in  the  bill  solely  to  clarify — 
in  the  case  of  children  who  are  living  with  a  guardian  or  in  foster 
care — who  is  eligible  to  serve  on  the  parent  controlled  board-  which 
govern,  select  and  establish  any  programs  under  this  act. 

That  definition  described  a  parent  as  "any  person  who  has  primary 
day  to  day  responsibility  for  any  child."  Opponents  of  the  legislation 
have  seized  upon  this  definition  and  mistakenly  alleged  that  it  would 
somehow  transfer  the  rights  and  responsibilities  of  natural  parents  to 
school  teachers  or  day  care  workers  who  care  for  the  child  perhaps 
30  or  40  hours  per  week. 

In  order  to  underscore  and  clarify  the  intent  of  this  legislation — 
which  has  the  effect  of  defining  a  parent  as  a  natural  parent  except 
in  cases  of  legal  guardianship  or  foster  care — I  have  introduced  an 
amendment  which  states  unequivocally  that:  "nothing  in  this  act 
shall  alter  or  interfere  in  anyway  with  the  rights  and  responsibilities 
of  parents." 

Some  persons  have  also  raised  questions  about  a  provision  of  the 
bill  which  states  that  any  program  made  available  under  the  legisla- 
tion should  be  offered  through  a  partnership  of  parents,  state  and 
local  governments  and  the  Federal  government.  This  phrase,  which 
is  part  of  a  much  longer  statement  in  section  2(b),  was  designed 
simply  to  underscore  the  intention  that  any  program  offered  under 
the  bill  include  parent  involvement  and  control.  Specifically,  this 
phrase  was  included  to  clarify  the  intent  of  this  bill  that  any  program 
funded  under  it  would  not  be  operated  by  some  in>en>itive  and  remote 
government  bureaucracy. 

Yet  this  phrase  has  been  taken  out  of  context  and  alleged  to  mean 
that  parents  and  the  Federal  government  would  somehow  become 
"partners"  in  child  rearing. 

This  allegation  is  obviously  inaccurate  and  dishonest.  Yet,  it  has 
caused  concern  to  many  decent  Americans  who  have  not  seen  this 
phase  in  context,  or  understood  its  legal  effect. 

For  this  reason,  I  have  offered  an  amendment  to  clarify  that 
sponsors  of  this  legislation  have  no  desire  to  establish  the  kind  of 
partnership  which  has  been  mistakenly  alleged.  The  amendment 
would  delete  this  phrase — "through  a  partnership  of  parent-,  state 
and  local  government  and  the  Federal  government" — from  the  Act. 

A  copy  of  the  text  of  the  "Child  and  Family  Services  Act."  showing 
the  proposed  amendments  follows. 

(1) 


United  States 
oj  America 
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Senate 


Friday,  February  7,  1975 

June  30,  1977,  and  $1,000,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1978,  except  that  no 
funds  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
either  fiscal  year,  unless  funds  appropriated 
to  carry  out  the  Project  Headstart  program 
described  in  section  222(a)(1)  of  the  Eco- 
nomic Opportunity  Act  of  1964  for  such 
years,  or  for  any  successor  program  are  at 
least  equal  to  the  greater  of  ( 1 )  the  amount 
appropriated  to  carry  out  such  program  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1975,  or  (2) 
the  amount  appropriated  to  carry  out  such 
program  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1976.  Any  such  amounts  appropriated  for  a 
fiscal  year  which  are  not  obligated  at  the 
end  of  such  fiscal  year  shall  remain  avail- 
able for  obligation  until  expended. 

FORWARD    FUNDING 

Sec.  4.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  affording 
adequate  notice  of  funding  available  under 
this  Act  such  funding  for  grants,  contracts, 
or  other  payments  under  this  Act  is  author- 
ized to  be  included  in  the  appropriations 
Act  for  the  fiscal  year  preceding  the  fiscal 
year  for  which  it  shall  be  available  for  obli- 
gation. 

(b)  In  order  to  effect  a  transition  to  the 
advance  funding  method  of  timing  appro- 
priation action,  subsection  (a)  shall  apply 
notwithstanding  that  its  initial  application 
will  result  In  the  enactment  in  the  same 
year  (whether  in  the  same  appropriation 
Act  or  otherwise)  of  two  separate  appropri- 
ations, one  for  the  then  current  fiscal  year 
and  one  for  the  succeeding  fiscal  year. 
TITLE  I— CHILD  AND  FAMILY  SERVICE 
PROGRAMS 


S.  626 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Child  and  Family 
Services  Act  of  1975". 

STATEMENT   OF   FINDINGS  AND   PURPOSE 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  that — 

(1)  the  family  is  the  primary  and  the 
most  fundamental  Influence  on  children; 

(2)  child  and  family  service  programs 
must  build  upon  and  strengthen  the  role  of 
the  family  and  must  be  provided  on  a  volun- 
tary basis  only  to  children  whose  parents  or 
legal  guardians  request  such  services,  with 
a  view  toward  offering  families  the  options 
they  believe  are  most  appropriate  for  their 
particular  needs; 

(3)  although  there  have  been  increased 
services  for  children  of  working  mothers  and 
single  parents  and  although  Headstart  and 
similar  programs  have  provided  supplemen- 
tal educational  and  other  services  for  chil- 
dren, such  services  have  not  been  made 
available  to  families  to  the  extent  that  par- 
ents consider  necessary,  there  are  many 
other  children  whose  parents  are  working 
full  or  part  time  without  adequate  arrange- 
ments for  their  children,  and  there  are  many 
children  whose  families  lack  sufficient  re- 
sources who  do  not  receive  adequate  health, 
nutritional,  educational  and  other  services; 

(4)  it  is  essential  that  the  planning  and 
operation  of  such  programs  be  undertaken 
as  a  partnership  of  parents,  community,  pri- 
vate agencies  and  State  and  local  govern- 
ment with  appropriate  supportive  assistance 
from  the  Federal  Government. 

(b)  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  Act  to  pro- 
vide a  variety  of  quality  and  family  serv- 
ices in  order  to  assist  parents  who  request 
such  services,  with  priority  to  thc«e  pre- 
school children  and  families  with  the  great- 
est economic  or  human  needs  in  a  manner 
designed  to  strengthen  family  life  and  to 
insure  decisionmaking  at  the  community 
level,  with  direct  participation  of  the  par- 
ents of  the  children  served  and  other  In- 
dividuals and  organizations  in  the  com- 
munity Interested  in  child  and  family  serv- 
ice  (making  the  best  possible  use  of  public 

and  private  resources ) ,   " j^i   n   pnrtnnr 

ship  nf  parents,  State  aari  lornU  gnirnrnment 
an 4,  ttio  Ftdogol  Gowornmoaft  building  upon 
the  experience  and  success  of  Headstart  and 
other  existing  programs.  • 

AUTHORIZATION     OF     APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec.  3.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  providing 
training,  technical  asslstace,  planning,  and 
such  other  activities  as  the  Secretary  deems 
necessary  and  appropriate  to  plan  for  the  im- 
plementation of  this  Act,  there  is  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  $150,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30.  1976,  and  $200,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1977,  to 
be  allocated  as  prescribed  in  section  103. 

(b)  There  Is  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated $500,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending     dale  Feb  5  1976 


Sec.  101.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  take  all 
necessary  action  to  coordinate  child  and 
family  service  programs  under  his  Jurisdic- 
tion. To  this  end,  he  shall  establish  and 
maintain  within  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Departent  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  an  Office  of  Child  and  Family  Serv- 
ices administered  by  a  Director  appointed  by 
the  President  with  the  advice  and  consent 
of  the  Senate,  which  office  shall  assume  the 
responsibilities  of  the  Office  of  Child  Devel- 
opment and  shall  be  the  principal  agency  of 
the  Department  for  the  admin  titration  of 
this  Act. 

(b)  A  Child  and  Family  Services  Coordi- 
nating Council,  consisting  of  the  Director  of 
the  Office  of  Child  and  Family  Services  es- 
tablished under  subsection  (a)  (who  shall 
serve  as  chairperson ) ,  and  representatives 
from  the  Federal  agencies  administering  the 
Social  Security  Act  and  the  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Education  Act  of  1965  and  from 
the  National  Institute  of  Education,  the 
National  Institute  of  Mental  Health,  the  Na- 
tional Institute  of  Child  Health  and  Human 
Development,  the  Office  of  Economic  Oppor- 

•  Stricken  material  in  section  2(b)  deleted 
by  Amdt.  No.  1388  introduced  by  Mr.  Mon- 


(3) 


tunity.  the  Department  of  Labor,  and  other  development  of  the  nation  and  the  region 
appropriate  agencies,  shall  meet  on  a  regu-  ln  which  they  reside; 
lar  basis,  as  they  may  deem  necessary,  ln  (G>  Iood  and  nutritional  services; 
order  to  assure  coordination  of  child  and  (H>  diagnosis,  identification,  and  treat- 
family  service  activities  under  their  respec-  ««»t  of  visual,  hearing  speech,  medical, 
tlve  Jurisdictions  so  as  to  assure—  dental,  nutritional,  and  other  physical,  men- 
(1)  maximum  use  of  available  resources  **  psychological  and  emotional  barriers  to 
through  the  prevention  of  duplication  of  ac-  ful1  participation  In  child  and  family  service 


tivlties; 


programs; 


(21  a  division  of  labor,  insofar  as  Is  com-  (I»  special  activities  designed  to  Identify 
patible  with  the  purposes  of  each  of  the  and  ameliorate  identified  physical  mental, 
agencies  or  authorities  specified  in  this  para-  and  emotional  handicaps  and  special  learning 
graph,  to  assure  maximum  progress  toward  disabilities  as  an  Incorporated  part  of  pro- 
the  achievment  of  the  purposes  of  this  Act:    ^alns  conducted  under  this  title; 

(3)  the  establishment  and  maintenance  ,  <  J)  programs  designed  to  extend  child  and 
of  procedures  to  insure  that  each  office  or  family  service  gains  (particularly  parent  par- 
agency  of  the  Federal  Government  conduct-  ticipat.on)  into  kindergarten  and  early  prl- 
ing  chid  and  familv  services  and  related  ac-  mary  grades  in  cooperation  with  local  educa- 
tivities   is   aware   of   the   administrative   ac-    tional  agencies. 

tions  of  other  offices  or  agencies  with  respect  <K>  other  such  services  and  activities  as 
to  the  provision  of  financial  assistance  to  the  Secretary  deems  appropriate  ln  further- 
pliPihlP  annlirants-  nnd  ance  of  the  purposes  of  the  Act; 

fl)   recommenaitron  of  priorities  for  fed-        (3,    rental,  lease  or  lease-purchase    mort- 
erallv  funded  research  and  development  ac-    ^age     amortization     payments,     remodeling. 
tivlties  related  to  the  purposes  of  this  Act.   renovation   alteration,  acquisition  and  main- 
tenance  of   necessary   equipment    and   sup- 
ftnanctal  assistance      .  plies,  and  to  the  extent  authorized  in  section 

Sec.  102.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu-  109,  construction  or  acquisition  of  facilities, 
cation,  and  Welfare  through  the  Office  of  including  mobile  facilities; 
Child  and  Family  Services,  shall  provide  fi-  (4)  preservice  and  inservice  education  and 
nanclal  assistance  for  carrying  out  child  and  training  for  professional  and  paraprofes- 
family  service  programs  for  children  and  sional  personnel,  Including  parents  and  vol- 
their  families  under  this  title  to  prime  spon-  unteers,  especially  education  and  training 
sors  (including  educational  agencies)  'and  for  career  development  and  advancement; 
to  other  public  and  private  nonprofit  agen-  (51  staff  and  other  administrative  expenses 
cies  and  organizations  pursuant  to  applica-  of  child  and  family  service  councils  estab- 
tions  and  plans  approved  in  accordance  with  lished  and  operated  in  accordance  with  see- 
the provisions  of  this  title.  tion   105,   and  of  parent  policy   committees 

(b)  Funds  available  for  this  title  may  be  established  and  operated  in  accordance  with 
used    (in   accordance    with   approved   appli-    section  107;  and 

cations  and  plans)  for  the  following  services  (6)  dissemination  of  Information  in  the 
and  activities:  functional  language  of  those  to  be  served  to 

(1)  planning  and  developing  child  and  assure  that  parents  are  well  informed  of 
family  service  programs;  cnild  and  family  service  programs  available 

(2)  establishing,  maintaining,  and  operat-  *°  them  and  m&?  Participate  in  such  pro- 
ing  chUd  and  family  service  programs,  which  & {c)  '  j^^nce  under  this  title  shall  be 
may  u  e  made  only  for  a  program  which 

(A)  part-day  or  full-day  child  care  pro-  (1)  pr0vides  for  establishing  and  main- 
grams,  in  the  child's  own  home,  ln  group  taining  a  parent  policy  committee  to  be  corn- 
homes,  or  ln  other  child  care  faculties,  which  posed  of  parents  of  children  served  by  such 
provide  the  educational,  health,  nutritional,  program,  which  shall  directly  participate  in 
and  social  services  directed  toward  enabling  the  development  and  operation  of  such  pro- 
children  participating  in  the  program  to  at-    gram  (as  described  in  section  107) , 

tain  their  maximum  potential;  (2)   provldes  for  the  reguiar  and  frequent 

(B)  other  health,  social,  recreational,  and  dissemination  of  information  to  assu»e  that 
educational  programs  designed  to  meet  the  parents  of  children  served  by  such  program 
special  needs  of  children  and  families  in-  are  luiiy  informed  of  program  activities,  and 
eluding  before-  and  after-school  and  sum-  (3)  proTides  for  reguiar  consuitation  with 
mer  programs:  tne   parents   of   eacn   chUd   regarding    their 

(C)  family  services,  including  in-home  and  child  or  children's  development,  with  ample 
in-school  services,  and  education  and  consul-  opportunity  for  such  parents  to  observe  and 
tatlon  for  parents,  other  family  members  participate"  in  their  children's  activities, 
functioning  in  the  capacity  of  parents,  youth.  Sec  103  (a)  {1)  From  the  amounts  aVaU- 
and  prospective  and  expectant  parents  who  able  for  plannlng  and  carrving  out  child 
request  assistance  in  meeting  the  needs  of  and  familv  servlce  pr0grams  under  this  title 
their  children;  .he  Secret"ary  Ehan  reserve  the  following: 

(D)  social  services  including  information,  (A)  not  less  than  10  centum  Df  the 
consultation  and  referral  to  families  that  ^^  amoum  available  for  carrying  out  this 
request  such  services  to  help  them  deter-  tiUg  which  shall  be  made  avallable  for  the 
mine  the  appropriateness  of  child  and  family  purp0ses  of  section  102(b)  (2)  (I)  of  this  title 
services  and  the  possibility  of  alternative  (relating  to  speclal  activities  for  handi- 
Plans;                                                                           capped  children.) . 

(E)(1)  prenatal  and  other  medical  care  ,B  not  ,ess  than  that  proporti0n  of  the 
including  services  to  expectant  mothers  who  tQtal  amount  avallabie  for  carrving  out  this 
cannot  afford  such  services,  designed  to  help  tiUe  as  is  equivalent  to  that  proportion 
reduce  malnutrition,  infant  and  maternal  whjch  the  tQtal  hurnber  of  chndren  of  mi. 
mortality,  and  the  Incidence  of  menta    re-  agricultural  workers  bears  to  the  total 

tardation  and  other  handicapping  conditions,    number  of  economically  disadvantaged  chil- 
and  (il)  postpartum  and  other  medical  serv-    dren  m  tne  United  states  wnich  shall  be 
ices  to  recent  mothers;  portioned  among  programs  serving  children 

(F)  programs  designed  (1)  to  meet  the  of  migrant  agricultural  workers  on  an  equi- 
special  needs  of  ethnic  groups,  Including  table  basis- 
minority  groups.  Indian,  migrant  children.  not 'less  than  that  proportion  of  the 
and  children  from  families  with  special  Ian-  amount  available  for  carrving  out  this 
guage  needs,  and  (11)  to  meet  the  needs  of  as  Js  ivalent  t0  that  proportion 
all  children  to  understand  the  history  and  which  the  total  number  of  children  in  In- 
cultural  backgrounds  of  ethnic  groups  In-  dian  uibal  organizations  bears  to  the.  total 
eluding  minority  groups  which  belong  to  number  of  economically  disadvantaged  chil- 
their  communities  and  the  role  of  members  gt  wWch  snaU  b6 
of  such  groups  ln  the  history  and  cultural    a         Uoned   am          programs  serving   chil- 


dren  In  Indian  tribal  organizations  on  an  program  meeting  the  requirements  of  this 
equitable  basis;  title.  Including  the  coordination  of  delivery 
(D)  not  more  than  5  per  centum  of  the  of  services  within  the  prime  sponsorship 
total  amount  available  for  carrying  out  this  area  of  other  public  agencies  operating  pro- 
title,  which   shall  be  made   available  under  grams   relating   to   child   care   necessary   for 


section  104(e)  (2)  of  this  title  (relating  to 
model  programs) ; 

(E)  not  less  than  5  per  centum  of  the  total 
amount  available  for  carrying  out  this  title, 
for  the  purposes  of  section  203  of  this  Act 
(relating  to  monitoring  and  enforcement 
of  standards) . 

(2)  The  Secretary  shall  allocate  the  re- 
mainder of  the  amounts  available  for  this 
title,  among  the  States  and  within  the  States 


sfflclent  delivery  of  services  under  this  Act; 

(3)  provides  assurances  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary  that  the  non-Federal  share  require- 
ments of  the  Act  will  be  met; 

(4)  sets  forth  satisfactory  provisions  for 
establishing  and  maintaining  a  Child  and 
Family  Service  Council  which  meets  the  re- 
quirements of  section  105; 

(5)  provides  that  the  prime  sponsor  shall 
be  responsible  for  developing  and  preparing 


among  local  areas,  so  as  to  provide,  to  the      for  eacn  fiscal  year  a  plan  In  accordance  with 


extent  practicable,  for  the  geographical  d1 
tribution  of  such  remainder  in  such  a  man- 
ner that — 

(A)  50  per  centum  thereof  shall  be  ap- 
portioned among  the  States,  and  within  each 
State  among  local  areas,  in  proportion  to  the 
relative  number  of  economically  disadvan- 
taged children  In  each  State  and  local  area, 
respectively; 

(B)  25  per  centum  thereof  shall  be  ap- 
portioned among  the  States,  and  within  each 
State  among  local  areas,  In  proportion  to  the 
relative  number  of  children  through  age 
five  In  each  State  and  local  area,  respectively; 
and 

(C)  25  per  centum  thereof  shall  be  appor- 
tioned among  the  States,  and  within  each 
State  among  local  areas,  in  proportion  to 
the  relative  number  of  children  of  working 
mothers  and  single  parents  In  each  State 
and   local   area,   respectively. 

For  the  purposes  of  clauses  (A),  (B),  and 
(C)  of  this  paragraph,  there  shall  be  ex- 
cluded those  children  who  are  counted 
under  clauses  (B)  and  (C)  of  subsection 
(a)(1)  of  this  section. 

(b)  Not  more  than  5  per  centum  of  the 
total  funds  apportioned  for  use  within  a 
State  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  (2)  may 
be  made  available  for  grants  to  the  State 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  section  108  of 
this  title. 

(c)  Any  portion  of  any  apportionment 
under  subsection  (a)  for  a  fiscal  year  which 
the  Secretary  determines  after  notice  to  the 
States  and  local  areas  Involved  will  not  be 
required,  for  the  period  for  which  such 
apportionment  is  available,  for  carrying  out 
programs  under  this  title  shall  be  available 
for  reapportionment  from  time  to  time,  on 
such  dates  during  such  period  as  the  Secre- 
tary shall  fix  to  other  States  or  local  areas 
on  an  equitable  basis,  taking  Into  account 
the  original  apportionments  to  the  States 
and  local  areas.  Any  amount  reapportioned 
to  a  State  or  local  area  under  this  subsection 
during  a  year  shall  be  deemed  part  of  its 
.apportionment  under  subsection  (a)  for 
such  year. 

(d)  In  determining  the  numbers  of  chil- 
dren for  purposes  of  allocating  and  appor- 
tioning funds  under  this  section,  the  Secre- 
tary shall  use  the  most  recent  satisfactory 
data  available  to  him. 

(e)  As  soon  as  practicable  after  funds  are 
appropriated  to  carry  out  this  title  for  any 


section  106  and  any  modification  thereof 
and  for  selecting  or  establishing  an  agency 
or  agencies  to  administer  arid  coordinate 
child  and  family  service  programs  in  the 
prime  sponsorship  area; 

(6)  sets  forth*  arrangements  under  which 
the  Child  and  Family  Service  Council  will  be 
responsible  for  approving  child  and  family 
service  plans,  basic  goals,  policies,  procedures, 
overall  budget  policies  and  project  funding, 
and  the  selection  or  establishment  and  an- 
nual renewal  of  any  agency  or  agencies  under 
paragraph  (5)  of  this  subsection  and  will  be 
responsible  for  annual  and  ongoing  evalua- 
tion of  child  and  family  service  programs 
conducted  in  the  prime  sponsorship  area  ac- 
cording to  criteria  established  by  the  Secre- 
tary; 

(7)  provides  assurances  that  staff  and  other 
administrative  expenses  for  the  Child  and 
Family  Service  Councils  and  Local  Program 
Councils  and  Project  Policy  Committees  will 
not  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the  total  cost  of 
child  and  family  service  programs  admin- 
istered by  the  prime  sponsors  unless  such 
per  centum  limitation  is  increased  to  give 
special  consideration  to  initial  cost  In  the 
first  operational  year,  in  accordance  with 
regulations  which  the  Secretary  shall  pre- 
scribe; 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  approve  a  prime 
sponsorship  application  submitted  by  a  lo- 
cality which  is  a  (1)  city,  (2)  county,  or  (3) 
other  unit  of  general  local  government,  or  by 
a  combination  of  such  localities,  if  he  deter- 
mines that  the  application  so  submitted 
meets  the  requirements  of  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section  and  Includes  adequate  pro- 
visions for  carrying  out  comprehensive  and 
effective  child  and  family  service  programs 
in  the  area  of  such  locality.  In  the  event  that 
the  area  under  the  Jurisdiction  of  a  unit  of 
general  local  government  described  in  clause 
(1),  (2),  or  (3)  of  the  preceding  sentence 
includes  any  common  geographical  area  with 
that  covered  by  another  such  unit  of  general 
local  government,  the  Secretary  shall  desig- 
nate to  serve  such  area  the  unit  of  general 
local  government  which  he  determines  has 
the  capability  of  more  effectively  carrying  out 
the  purposes  of  this  part  with  respect  to  such 
area  and  which  has  submitted  an  application 
which  meets  the  requirements  of  this  section 
and  includes  adequate  provisions  for  carry- 
ing out  comprehensive  child  care  and  family 
service  programs  In  such  area. 

(c)    The  Secretary  shall  approve  a  prime 


fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  shall  publish  in  the     sponsorship  plan  submitted  by  a  State,  ex- 


Federal  Register  the  allocations  and  appor- 
tionments required  by  this  section. 

STATE  AND  LOCAL  PRIME  SPONSORS 

Sec.  104.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  pro- 
visions of  this  section,  a  State,  locality,  or 
combination  of  localities  meeting  the  re- 
quirements of  this  part  may  be  designated 
by  the  Secretary  as  a  prime  sponsor  for  the 
purpose  of  entering  into  arrangements  to 
carry  out  programs  under  this  title,  upon  the 
approval  by  the  Secretary  of  an  application 
for  prime  sponsorship  which — 

(1)  describes  the  prime  sponsorship  area 
to  be  served; 

(2)  demonstrates  the  applicant's  capability 
of  administering  a  child  and  family  service 


cept  for  areas  with  respect  to  which  local 
prime  sponsors  are  or  will  be  otherwise  desig- 
nated pursuant  to  this  section.  If  he  deter- 
mines that  the  plan  so  submitted  meets  the 
requirements  of  thlB  section  and  sets  forth 
adequate  arrangements  for  serving  all  geo- 
graphical areas  under  Its  jurisdiction,  and 
that  the  plan: 

(1)  meets  the  requirements  of  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section  and  includes  adequate 
provisions  for  carrying  out  child  and  family 
services  programs  in  each  such  area; 

(2)  divides  those  areas  within  the  State 
for  which  no  prime  sponsor  has  been  deslp- 
nated  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section 
Into  local  service  areas,  with  due  considera- 
tion  in  making  such  decisions   being  given 
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to  compactness,  contiguity,  and  community 
of  Interest; 

(3)  provides: 

(A)  for  establishing  and  maintaining  with 
respect  to  each  local  service  area  a  local 
program  council  composed  so  that  (i)  not 
less  than  half  of  the  members  who  shall  be 
chosen  Initially  by  parents  who  are  recipients 
of  federally  assisted  day  oare  services,  with 
equitable  and  appropriate  consideration  to 
parents  selected  by  the  parent  members  of 
Headstart  policy  committees  where  they 
exist,  and  at  the  earliest  practicable  times 
by  the  parent  members  of  parent  policy  com- 
mittees, and  (11)  the  remainder  shall  be  pub- 
lic members  broadly  representative  of  the 
general  public,  appointed  by  the  chief  execu- 
tive officers  or  the  governing  bodies,  as  appro- 
priate, of  the  units  of  general  local  govern- 
ment within  the  local  program  area; 

(B)  that  the  comprehensive  child  care  and 
family  service  plan  to  be  submitted  by  the 
State  which  affects  each  such  area  is  devel- 
oped and  prepared  with  the  full  participa- 
tion and  approval  of  the  appropriate  local 
program  council;    and 

(C)  that  contracts  for  the  operation  of 
programs  through  public  or  private  non- 
profit agencies  or  organizations  shall  be  en- 
tered Into  only  if  previously  approved  by  the 
local  program  council  for  the  appropriate 
local  service  area;  and 

(4)  contains  assurances  that  any  local  pro- 
gram council  may  appeal  directly  to  .the 
Secretary  whenever  such  council  alleges  that 
with  respect  to  its  portion  of  the  child  and 
family  service  plan  the  State  has  failed  to 
comply  with  the  provisions  of  such  plan  or 
the  provisions  of  the  Act. 

(d)  In  addition  to  prime  sponsors  desig- 
nated under  subsections  (a),  (b),  and  (c) 
of  this  section,  the  Secretary  may  fund 
directly: 

(1)  an  Indian  tribe  on  a  Federal  or  State 
reservation  If  he  determines  that  such  In- 
dian tribe  has  the  capacity  to  carry  out  child 
and  family  service  programs  In  the  area  to 
be  served;  , 

(2)  a  public  or  private  nonprofit  agency, 
Including  but  not  limited  to  an  educational 
agency  or  Institution,  a  community  action 
agency,  single-purpose  Headstart  agency, 
community  development  corporation,  parent 
cooperative,  organization  of  migrant  agri- 
cultural workers,  organization  of  Indians, 
employer  organization,  labor  union,  or  em- 
ployee or  labor-management  organization, 
which  submits  a  proposal: 

(A)  to  provide  child  care  and  family  serv- 
ices in  an  area  possessing  a  commonality  of 
interest  where  no  prime  sponsor  has  been 
designated,  or  where  the  prime  sponsor  is 
found  not  to  be  satisfactorily  Implementing 
child  and   family  service   programs: 

(B)  to  provide  child  and  family  service 
programs  on  a  year-round  basis  to  children 
of  migrant  agricultural  workers  and  their 
families;  or 

(C)  to  carry  out  model  programs  especially 
designed  to  be  responsive  to  the  needs  of 
economically  disadvantaged,  minority  gToup, 
or  bilingual  children  and  their  families. 

(e)  When  any  prime  sponsor  is  maintain- 
ing a  pattern  or  practice  of  discrimination 
against  minority  group  children  or  economi- 
cally disadvantaged  children,  the  Secretary 
shall  designate  for  prime  sponsorship  an  al- 
ternative unit  of  government  of  public  or 
private  agency  or  organization  in  the  area 
which  will  equitably  serve  minority  group 
children  and  economically  disadvantaged 
children. 

(f)  The  Governor  shall  be  given  not  less 
than  thirty  nor  more  than  sixty  days  to  re- 
view applications  for  prime  sponsorship  des- 
ignation submitted  by  any  applicant  within 
the  State  other  than  the  State,  to  offer 
recommendations  to  the  applicant,  and  to 
submit  comments  to  the  Secretary. 

(g)  A  prime  sponsorship  application  sub- 
mitted under  this  section  may  be  disapproved 


or  a  prior  designation  of  a  prime  sponsor  may 
be  withdrawn  only  if  the  Secretary,  in  ac- 
cordance with  regulations  which  he  shall 
prescribe,  has  provided  (1)  written  notice  of 
intention  to  disapprove  such  application,  in- 
cluding a  statement  of  the  reasons  therefor, 
(2)  a  reasonable  time  in  which  to  submit 
corrective  amendments  to  such  application 
or  undertake  other  necessary  corrective  ac- 
tion, and  (3)  an  opportunity  for  a  public 
hearing  upon  which  basis  an  appeal  to  the 
Secretary  may  be  taken  as  of  right. 

(h)  (1)  If  any  party  is  dissatisfied  with  the 
Secretary's  final  action  under  subsection  (h) 
with  respect  to  the  disapproval  of  its  applica- 
tion submitted  under  this  section  or  the 
withdrawal  of  its  prime  sponsorship  desig- 
nation, such  party  may.  within  sixty  days 
after  notice  of  such  action,  file  with  the 
United  States  court  of  appeals  for  the  cir- 
cuit in  which  such  party  is  located  a  peti- 
tion for  review  of  that  action.  A  copy  of  the 
petition  shall  be  forthwith  transmitted  by 
the  clerk  of  the  court  to  the  Secretary.  The 
Secretary  thereupon  shall  file  in  the  court 
the  record  of  the  proceedings  on  which  he 
based  his  action,  as  provided  in  section  2112 
of  title  28,  United  States  Code. 

(2)  The  court  shall  have  Jurisdiction  to 
affirm  the  action  of  the  Secretary  or  to  set  it 
aside,  in  whole  or  In  part.  The  Judgment  of 
the  court  shall  be  subject  to  review  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  upon 
certiorari  or  certification  as  provided  in  sec- 
tion 1254  of  title  28,  United  States  Code. 

CHILD  AND  FAMILY  SERVICE  COUNCILS 

Sec.  105.  (a)  Each  prime  sponsor  desig- 
nated under  section  104  shall  establish  and 
maintain  a  Child  and  Family  Service  Coun- 
cil composed  of  not  less  than  ten  members 
as  follows — 

(1)  not  less  than  half  the  members  of 
such  Council  shall  be  parents  of  children 
served  in  programs  under  this  Act  chosen 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  para- 
graph (1)   of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section; 

(2)  the  remaining  members  shall  be  ap- 
pointed by  the  prime  sponsor,  in  consulta- 
tion with  the  parent  members  described  in 
paragraph  (1)  to  be  broadiy  representative 
of  the  general  public,  including  representa- 
tives of  private  agencies  and  organizations 
concerned  with  or  operating  programs  relat- 
ing to  child  and  family  services  and  at  least 
one  person  who  Is  particularly  skilled  by 
virtue  of  training  or  experience  in  child  and 
family  services; 

(3)  at  least  one -third  of  the  total  mem- 
bership of  the  Child  and  Family  Service 
Council  shall  be  persons  who  are  econom- 
ically disadvantaged.  Each  Council  shall  se- 
lect its  own  chairperson;  and 

(4)  In  establishing  a  Child  Development 
and  Family  Service  Council  under  this  sec- 
tion, the  prime  sponsor  shall  give  due  con- 
sideration to  the  membership  of  child  care 
and  day  care  coordinating  bodies  then  exist- 
ing in  the  area  to  be  served. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  procedures  which 
the  Secretary  shall  establish  pursuant  to 
regulations,  each  prime  sponsor  designated 
under  section  104  shall  provide,  with  respect 
to  the  Child  and  Family  Service  Councils 
established  and  maintained  by  such  prime 
sponsor,  that — 

(1)  the  parent  members  described  in  para- 
graph (1)  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section 
shall  be  democratically  selected  by  parents 
as  follows: 

(A)  In  the  case  of  Councils  established  by 
prime  sponsors  which  are  States,  by  the  par- 
ent members  of  local  program  councils  es- 
tablished under  section  104(c)  (3);  and 

(B)  in  the  case  of  Councils  established  by 
prime  sponsors  other  than  States  (and  by 
States  with  respect  to  local  program  coun- 
cils), initially  by  parents  who  are  recipients 
of  federally  assisted  child  care  services,  with 
equitable  and  appropriate  consideration  to 
parents  selected  by  the  parent  members  of 


Headstart  policy  committees  and,  at  the 
earliest  practicable  time,  by  the  parent  mem- 
bers of  parent  policy  commltees  established 
under  section  107(b)  (2) ; 

(2)  the  terms  of  office  and  any  other 
policies  and  procedures  of  an  organizational 
nature,  Including  nomination  and  election 
procedures,  are  appropriate  In  accordance 
with  the  purposes  of  this  Act; 

(3)  such  Council  shall  be  responsible  for 
approving,  child  and  family  service  plans, 
basic  goals,  policies,  procedures,  overall 
budget  policies  and  project  funding,  and  the 
selection  or  establishment  and  annual  re- 
newal of  an  administering  agency  or  agencies 
and  will  be  responsible  for  annual  and  on- 
going evaluation  qf  child  and  family  service 
programs  according  to  criteria  established  by 
the  Secretary;  and 

(4)  such  Council  shall,  upon  Its  own  ini- 
tiative or  upon  request  of  a  project  applicant 
or  any  other  party  in  Interest,  conduct  public 
hearings  before  acting  upon  applications  for 
financial  assistance  submitted  by  project  ap- 
plicants under  this  part. 

CHILD   AND   FAMILY    SERVICE   PLANS 

Sec.  106.  (a)  Financial  assistance  under 
this  title  may  be  provided  by  the  Secretary 
for  fiscal  year  1976  and  any  subsequent  fiscal 
year  to  a  prime  sponsor  designated  pursuant 
to  section  104  only  pursuant  to  a  child  and 
family  service  plan  which  Is  submitted  by 
such  prime  sponsor  and  approved  by  the  Sec- 
retary in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
this  title. 

(b)  Any  such  plan  shall  set  forth  a  pro- 
gram for  providing  child  and  family  service 
In  the  prime  sponsorship  area  which — 

(1)  provides  that  programs  or  services  un- 
der this  title  shall  be  provided  only  for  chil- 
dren whose  parents  request  them; 

(2)  identifies  child  and  family  service 
needs  and  goals  within  the  area  and  describes 
the  purposes  for  which  the  financial  assist- 
ance will  be  used,  giving  equitable  considera- 
tion to  the  needs  of  children  from  each 
minority  group  and  significant  segment  of 
the  economically  disadvantaged  residing 
within  the  prime  sponsorship  area; 

(3)  meets  the  needs  of  children  and  fam- 
ilies In  the  prime  sponsorship  area,  to  the 
extent  that  available  funds  can  be  reason- 
ably expected  to  have  an  effective  Impact, 
with  priority  for  services  to  children  who 
have  not  attained  six  years  of  age; 

(4)  provides  that  programs  receiving  funds 
under  section  3(b)  will  give  priority  to  pro- 
viding services  for  economically  disadvan- 
taged children  by  reserving  not  less  than  65 
per  centum  of  such  funds  for  the  purpose  of 
serving  economically  disadvantaged  children; 

(5)  gives  priority  thereafter  to  providing 
services  to  children  of  working  mothers  and 
single  parents  not  covered  under  paragraph 
(4); 

(6)  provides  that,  to  the  extent  feasible, 
each  program  within  the  prime  sponsorship 
area  shall  include  children  from  a  range  of 
socioeconomic  backgrounds; 

(7)  (A)  provides  that  no  charge  will  be 
made  with  respect  to  any  child  who  Is  eco- 
nomically disadvantaged,  except  to  the  ex- 
tent that  payment  will  be  made  by  a  third 
party;  and 

(B)  provides,  pursuant  to  criteria  estab- 
lished in  regulations  promulgated  by  the 
Secretary  as  required  by  section  205,  an  ap- 
propriate and  flexible  fee  schedule  for  chil- 
dren who  are  not  economically  disadvan- 
taged, designed  to  permit  enrollment  or  con- 
tinued participation  in  the  program  as  family 
income  Increases  and  based  upon  the  size 
of  the  family,  and  Its  ability  to  pay,  which 
shall  provide  for  appropriately  "reduced 
charges  for  less  than  full  day  care,  and  shall 
provide  that  payment  may  be  made  In  whole 
or  In  part  by  a  third  party  In  behalf  of  a 
family,  with  provision  for  waivers  In  cases 
of  need. 


(8)  provides    comprehensive    servloefl — 

(A)  to  meet  the  special  needs  of  minority 
group  children  and  children  of  migrant  agri- 
cultural workers  with  particular  emphasis  on 
the  needs  of  children  from  bilingual  families 
for  the  development  of  skills  In  English  and 
In  the  other  language  spoken  In  the  home, 
and 

(B)  to  meet  the  needs  of  all  children  to 
understand  the  history  and  cultural  back- 
ground of  minority  groups  within  the  prime 
sponsorship  area; 

(9)  provides  for  direct  parent  participa- 
tion In  the  conduct,  overall  direction,  and 
evaluation  of  porgrams; 

(10)  provides  that.  Insofar  as  possible,  un- 
employed or  low-income  persons  residing  in 
communities  being  served  by  such  projects 
will  be  employed  therein,  including  in-home 
and  part-time  employment  and  opportu- 
nities for  training  and  career  development, 
provided  that  no  person  will  be  denied  em- 
ployment in  any  program  solely  on  the 
grounds  that  such  person  falls  to  meet  State 
or  local  teacher  certification  standards; 

(11)  Includes  a  career  development  plan 
for  paraprofesslonal  and  professional  train- 
ing, education,  and  advancement  on  a  career 
ladder; 

(12)  provides  for  the  regular  and  frequent 
dissemination  of  information  In  the  func- 
tional language  of  those  to  be  served,  to  as- 
sure that  parents  and  other  interested  per- 
sons in  the  community  are  fully  Informed  of 
the  actviities  of  the  prime  sponsor.  Child 
and  Family  Service  Council,  project  appli- 
cants, and  parent  policy  committees; 

(13)  sets  forth  provisions  describing  any 
arrangements  for  the  delegation,  under  the 
supervision  of  the  Child  and  Family  Service 
Council,  to  public  or  private  gencies.  institu- 
tions, or  organizations,  of  responsibilities  for 
the  delivery  of  programs,  services,  and  ac- 
tivities for  which  financial  assistance  is  pro- 
vided under  this  Act  or  for  planning  or  eval- 
uation services  to  be  made  available  with 
respect  to  programs  under  this  Act; 

(14)  provides  procedures  for  the  approval 
of  project  applications  submitted  in  accord- 
ance with  section  107,  Including  procedures 
for  priority  consideration  of  applications 
submitted  by  public  and  private  nonprofit 
agencies  and  organizations  with  ongoing 
child  development  programs; 

(15)  provides,  in  the  case  of  a  prime  spon- 
sor located  within  or  adjacent  to  a  metro- 
politan area,  for  coordination  with  other 
prime  sponsors  located  within  such  metro- 
politan area,  and  arrangements  for  coopera- 
tive funding  where  appropriate,  and  particu- 
larly for  such  coordination  where  appro- 
priate to  meet  the  needs  of  children  of 
parents  working  or  participating  In  training 
or  otherwise  occupied  during  the  day  within 
a  prime  sponsorship  area  other  than  that  in 
which  they  reside: 

(16)  provides  for  coordination  of  other 
child  care  and  related  programs  (including 
those  relating  to  manpower  training  and 
employment)  within  the  prime  sponsorship 
area  with  the  programs  assisted  under  this 
Act,  including  procedures  and  mechanisms 
to  provide  continuity  between  programs  for 
preschool    and   elementary   school    children; 

(17)  provides  for  such  monitoring  and 
evaluation  procedures  Including  licensing, 
Inspection,  and  enforcement  activities  as  may 
be  necessary  to  assure  that  programs  'n  the 
prime  sponsorship  area  funded  under  this 
Act  meet  the  applicable  Federal  standards  as 
prescribed  in  section  201  of  this  Act; 

(18)  provides,  to  the  extent  practicable, 
for  the  use  of  financial  assistance  and  serv- 
ices available  from  State  and  local  govern- 
ment. Federal  sources  other  than  those  pro- 
vided in  this  Act.  and  private  charitable 
sources  with  respect  to  activities  and 
services  under  the  plan;  and 

(19)  provides  for  such  fiscal  control  and 
funding  accounting  procedures  as  the  Secre- 


tary  may  prescribe  to  assure  proper  disburse- 
ment of  and  accounting  for  Federal  funds 
paid  to  the  prime  sponsor. 

(c)  No  child  and  family  service  plan  or 
modification  thereof  submitted  by  a  prime 
sponsor  under  this  section  shall  be  approved 
by  the  Secretary  unless  he  determines,  in  ac- 
cordance with  regulations  which  the  Secre- 
tary shall  prescribe,  that — 

(1)  the  educational  agency  for  the  area  to 
be  served  and  other  appropriate  educational 
and  training  agencies  and  institutions  have 
had  an  opportunity  to  submit  comments  to 
the  prime  sponsor  and  to  the  Secretary, 

(2)  each  community  action  agency  or 
single-purpose  Headstart  agency  in  the  area 
to  be  served  responsible  for  the  administra- 
tion of  programs  under  this  part  or  under 
section  222(a)(1)  of  the  Economic  Oppor- 
tunity Act  of  1964  has  had  an  ooportunlty 
to  submit  comments  to  the  prime  sponsor 
and  to  the  Secretary; 

(3)  in  the  case  of  a  plan  submitted  by  a 
prime  sponsor  other  than  the  State,  the  Gov- 
ernor of  that  State  or  the  State  Child  and 
Family  Service  Council  has  had  an  oppor- 
tunity to  submit  comments  to  the  prime 
sponsor  and  to  the  Secretary. 

(d)  A  comprehensive  child  and  family 
service  plan  submitted  under  this  section 
may  be  disapproved  or  a  prior  approval  with- 
drawn only  if  the  Secretary,  in  accordance 
with  regulations  which  he  shall  prescribe, 
has  provided — 

(1)  written  notice  of  intention  to  disap- 
prove such  plan  including  a  statement  of 
the  reasons  therefor, 

(2)  a  reasonable  time  to  submit  corrective 
amendments  to  such  plan  or  undertake  other 
necessary  corrective  action,  and 

(3)  an  opportunity  for  a  public  hearing 
upon  which  basis  an  appeal  to  the  Secretary 
may  be  taken  as  of  right. 

PROJECT    APPLICATIONS 

Sec.  107.  (a)  Funds  may  be  provided  by 
the  prime  sponsor  for  carrying  out  any  pro- 
gram under  such  prime  sponsor's  compre- 
hensive child  and  family  service  plan  only 
to  a  qualified  public  or  private  agency  or 
organization,  including  but  not  limited  to 
an  educational  agency  or  institution,  a  com- 
munity action  agency,  single-purpose  Head- 
start  agency,  community  development  cor- 
poration, parent  cooperative,  organization 
of  migrant  agricultural  workers,  organiza- 
tion of  Indians,  organization  interested  in 
child  care,  employer  or  business  organization, 
labor  union,  or  employee  or  labor  manage- 
ment organization. 

(b)  Financial  assistance  under  this  title 
may  be  provided  to  a  project  applicant  for 
any  fiscal  year  only  pursuant  to  a  project 
application  which  is  submited  to  the  Child 
and  Family  Service  Council  'by  a  public  or 
private  agency  and  which — 

(1)  describes  the  project,  identifies  the 
children  and  families  It  is  designed  to  serve, 
and  provides  for  the  necessary  such  compre- 
hensive services. 

(2)  provides  for  establishing  and  main- 
taining a  parent  policy  committee  composed 
of  not  less  than  ten  members  as  follows— 

(A)  not  less  than  half  of  the  members  of 
each  such  committee  shall  be  parents  of  chil- 
dren served  by  such  project,  democratically 
selected  by  parents  of  children  served  by  the 
project,  and 

(B)  the  remaining  members  of  each  such 
committee  shall  consist  of  (1)  persons  who 
are  representative  of  the  community  and  who 
are  approved  by  the  parent  members,  and 
(ii)  at  least  one  person  who  Is  particularly 
skilled  by  virtue  of  training  or  experience  In 
child  care,  child  health,  child  welfare,  or 
other  child  care  services,  except  that  the 
Secretary  may  waive  the  requirement  of  this 
clause  where  he  determines,  In  accordance 
with  regulations  that  such  persons  are  not 
available  to  the  area  to  be  served; 

(3)  provides  for  direct  participation  of 
such  parent  policy  committee  in  the  devel- 


opment and  preparation  of  project  applica- 
tions under  this  title; 

(4)  assures  that  the  parent  policy  com- 
mittee shall  have  responsibility  for  approv- 
ing basic  goals,  policies,  actions,  and  pro- 
cedures for  the  project,  applicant,  and  for 
planning,  overall  copduct,  personnel,  budg- 
eting, location  of  centers  and  facilities,  and 
direction  and  evaluation  of  projects,  includ- 
ing approval  of  the  project  director  and  any 
project  applications  and  modifications 
thereof; 

(5)  makes  adequate  provision  for  train- 
ing and  other  administrative  expenses  of 
such  parent  policy  committee  (Including 
necessary  expenses  to  enable  low-income 
members  to  participate  in  committee  meet- 
ings) ; 

(6)  assures  that  services  shall  be  provided 
without  charge  to  any  child  who  is  eco- 
nomically disadvantaged  except  to  the  ex- 
tent that  payment  will  be  made  by  a  third 
party,  and  that  charges  will  be  made  to  any 
child  who  Is  not  economically  disadvantaged 
according  to  the  fee  schedule  established 
pursuant  to  section  106(b)  (7)  (B) ; 

(7)  provides  for  the  regular  and  frequent 
dissemination  of  information  in  the  func- 
tional language  of  those  to  be  served,  to  as- 
sure that  parents  and  Interested  persons  are 
fully  informed  of  project  activities; 

(8)  provides  opportunities  for  the  direct 
participation  of  parents,  older  siblings,  and 
other  family  members  in  the  daily  activities 
of  the  programs  in  which  their  children  are 
enrolled; 

(9)  assures,  to  the  extent  practicable,  em- 
ployment of  paraprofessional  aides  and  use 
of  volunteers,  especially  parents,  older  chil- 
dren, students,  older  persons,  and  persons 
preparing  lor  careers  in  child  development 
and  family  service  programs; 

(10)  assures  that  children  will  in  no  case 
be  excluded  from  the  programs  operated  pur- 
suant to  this  title  because  of  their  partici- 
pation in  nonpublic  preschool  or  school  pro- 
grams or  because  of  the  intention  of  their 
parents  to  enroll  them  in  nonpublic  schools 
when  they  attain  school  age; 

(11)  provides  for  such  fiscal  control  and 
fund  accounting  procedures  as  the  prime 
sponsor  shall  prescribe  to  assure  proper  dis- 
bursement of  and  accounting  for  Federal 
funds. 

(c)  A  project  application  may  be  approved 
by  a  prime  sponsor  upon  its  determination 
that  such  application  meets  the  require- 
ments of  this  section  and  that  the  programs 
provided  for  therein  will  otherwise  further 
the  objectives  and  satisfy  the  appropriate 
provisions  of  the  prime  sponsor's  comprehen- 
sive, child  and  family  service  plan  as  ap- 
proi^d  pursuant  to  section  106. 

(d)  A  project  application  from  a  public 
or  private  agency  seeking  funds  under  sec- 
tion 104(d)  shall  be  submitted  directly  to 
the  Secretary,  and  may  be  approved  by  the 
Secretary  upon  his  determination  that  it 
meets  the  requirements  of  subsection  (b)  of 
this  section. 

(e)  A  prime  sponsor  may  disapprove  a 
project  application  only  if  It  provides  to  the 
project  applicant  a  written  statement  of  the 
reasons  therefor.  Such  project  applicant  may 
submit  an  appeal  to  the.  Secretary  request- 
ing the  direct  approval  of  such  application 
or  modification  thereof.  Any  such  appeal 
shall  Include  such  comments.  Including  the 
project  applicant's  response  to  the  prime 
sponsor's  statement  of  reasons  for  disap- 
proval, as  the  project  applicant  may  deem 
appropriate  or  as  the  Secretary  may  require. 

SPECIAL    GRANTS    TO    STATES 

Sec.  108.  (a)  Upon  application  submitted 
by  any  State,  the  Secretary  Is  authorized  to 
provide  financial  assistance  for  use  by  such 
State  for  carrying  out  activities  for  the  pur- 
poses of — 

(1)  establishing  a  child  and  family  serv- 
ices Information  program.  In  order  to  im- 
prove their  quality  and  availability  and  lm- 


prove   the   accessibility   of  such   services  to 
parents  who  need  them; 

(2)  Identifying  child  and  family  service 
goals  and  needs  within  the  State; 

(3)  coordinating  all  State  child  and  family 
services,  and  encouraging  the  cooperation 
and  participation  of  State  agencies  In  pro- 
viding such  services.  Including  health,  fam- 
ily planning,  mental  health,  education,  nu- 
trition, and  family,  social  and  rehabilitative 
services  where  requested  by  appropriate 
prime  sponsors  in  the  development  and  Im- 
plementation of  comprehensive  child  and 
family  service  plans; 

(4)  encouraging  the  full  use  of  resources 
and  facilities  for  child  and  family  service 
programs  within  the  State; 

(6)  developing,  enforcing,  and  assessing 
State  codes  for  licensing  child  and  family 
service  facilities  within  the  State; 

(6)  assisting  public  and  private  agencies 
and  organizations  in  the  acquisition  or  Im- 
provement of  facilities  for  child  and  family 
service  programs; 

(7)  assisting  in  the  establishment  of  Child 
and  Family  Service  Councils  and  strengthen- 
ing the  capability  of  such  Councils  to  effec- 
tively plan,  supervise,  coordinate,  monitor, 
and  evaluate  child  and  family  service  pro- 
grams; 

(8)  developing  Information  useful  in  re- 
viewing prime  sponsorship  applications  un- 
der section  104  and  of  comprehensive  child 
and  family  service  plans  under  section  106. 

(b)  In  order  to  receive  funds  under  this 
section,  a  State  shall  establish  a  Child  and 
Family  Service  Council  as  prescribed  In  sec- 
tion 104(a). 

(c)  Funds  received  by  the  State  under  this 
section  shall  be  In  addition  to  any  funds  such 
State  may  receive  under  this  title  pursuant 
to  an  approved  prime  sponsorship  application 
and  comprehensive  child  and  family  service 
plan. 

ADDITIONAL      CONDITIONS      FOB      PROGRAMS      IN- 
CLUDING   CONSTRUCTION    OP   ACQUISITION 

Sec.  109.  (a)  Applications  for  financial  as- 
sistance for  projects  Including  construction 
or  acquisition  may  be  approved  only  if  the 
prime  sponsor,  or  the  Secretary  in  cases  of 
applications  submitted  for  his  approval,  de- 
termines that  construction  or  acquisition  of 
such  facilities  is  essential  to  the  provision 
of  adequate  child  care  services,  and  that 
rental,  le^se,  or  lease-purchase,  remodeling, 
or  renovation  of  adequate  facilities  is  not 
practicable. 

(b)  If  any  facility  assisted  under  this  title 
shall  cease  to  be  used  for  the  purposes  for 
which  it  was  constructed,  the  United  States 
shall  be  entitled  to  recover  from  the  appli- 
cant or  other  owner  of  the  facility  an  amount 
which  bears  to  the  then  value  of  the  facility 
(or  so  much  thereof  as  constituted  an  ap- 
proved project)  the  same  ratio  as  the  amount 
of  such  Federal  funds  bore  to  the  cost  of  the 
facility  financed  with  the  aid  of  such  funds 
unless  the  Secretary  determines  in  accord- 
ance with  regulations  that  there  is  good  cause 
for  releasing  the  applicant  or  other  owner 
from  the  obligation  to  do  so.  Such  value  shall 
be  determined  by  agreement  of  the  parties  or 
by  action  brought  In  the  United  States  dis- 
trict court  for  the  district  in  which  the  fa- 
cility is  situated. 

(c)  All  laborers  and  mechanics  employed  by 
contractors  or  subcontractors  on  all  con- 
struction, remodeling,  renovation,  or  altera- 
tion projects  assisted  under  this  title  shall  be 
paid  wages  at  rates  not  less  than  those 
prevailing  on  similar  construction  In  the 
locality  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  in  accordance  with  the  Davis-Bacon 
Act,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C  276a-276a-5).  The 
Secretary  of  Labor  shall  have  with  respect  to 
the  labor  standards  specified  in  this  section 
the  authority  and  functions  set  forth  in  Re- 
organization Plan  Numbered  14  of  1950  (15 
F.B.  3176)  and  section  2  of  the  Act  of  June  13, 
1934,  as  amended   (40  U.S.C.  276c). 


(d)  In  the  case  of  loans  for  construction, 
the  Secretary  shall  prescribe  the  Interest 
rate  and  the  period  within  which  such  loan 
shall  be  repaid,  but  such  Interest  rate  shall 
not  be  less  than  3  per  centum  per  annum 
and  the  period  within  which  such  loan  Is  to 
be  repaid  shall  not  be  more  than  twenty-five 
years. 

(e)  The  Federal  assistance  for  construction, 
remodeling,  renovation,  alteration,  or  ac- 
quisition of  facilities,  may  be  In  the  form 
of  grants  or  loans.  Repayment  of  loans  shall, 
to  the  extent  required  by  the  Secretary,  be 
returned  to  the  prime  sponsor  from  whose 
financial  assistance  the  loan  was  made,  or 
used  for  additional  loans  or  grants  under  this 
title.  Not  more  than  15  per  centum  qf  the 
total  financial  assistance  provided  to  a  prime 
sponsor  under  this  title  shall  be  used  for 
construction  of  facilities,  with  no  more  than 
7'/2  per  centum  of  such  assistance  usable  for 
grants  for  construction.  Financial  assistance 
for  construction  or  acquisition  of  facilities 
pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  be  available  only 
to  public  and  private  nonprofit  agencies, 
institutions,  and  organizations. 

USE    OF    PUBLIC    FACILITIES    FOR    CHILD    AND 
FAMILY    SERVICE    PROGRAMS 

Sec.  110.  (a)  The  Secretary,  after  consulta- 
tion with  other  appropriate  officials  of  the 
Federal  Government,  shall  within  eighteen 
months  after  enactment  of  this  Act  report 
to  the  Congress  with  respect  to  the  extent  to 
which  facilities  owned  or  leased  by  Federal 
departments,  agencies,  and  Independent  au- 
thorities could  be  made  available  to  public 
and  private  agencies  and  organizations, 
through  appropriate  arangements,  for  use  as 
facilities  for  child  and  family  service  pro- 
grams under  this  title  during  times  and 
periods  when  not  utilized  fully  for  then- 
usual  purposes,  together  with  his  recom- 
mendations (including  recommendations  for 
changes  in  legislation)  or  proposed  actions 
for  such  use. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  require,  as  a  con- 
dition to  the  receipt  of  assistance  under 
this  title,. that  any  prime  sponsor  under  this 
title  agree  to  conduct  a  review  and  provide 
the  Secretary  with  a  report  as  to  the  extent 
to  which  facilities  owned  or  leased  by  such 
prime  sponsor,  or  by  other  agencies  in  the 
prime  sponsorship  area,  could  be  made  avail- 
able, through  appropriate  arrangements,  for 
use  as  facilities  for  child  and  family  service 
programs  under  this  title  during  times  and 
periods  when  not  utilized  fully  for  their 
usual  purposes,  together  with  the  prime 
sponsor's  proposed  actions  for  such  use. 

PAYMENTS 

Sec.  ill.  (a)  In  accordance  with  this  sec- 
tion, the  Secretary  shall  pay  from  the  appli- 
cable allocation  or  apportionment  under 
section  103  the  Federal  share  of  the  costs  of 
programs,  services,  and  activities,  in  accord- 
ance with  plans  or  applications  which  have 
been  approved  as  provided  In  this  title.  In 
making  such  payment  to  any  prime  sponsor, 
the  Secretary  shall  include  In  such  costs  an 
amount  for  staff  and  other  administrative 
expenses  for  the  Child  and  Family  Service 
Councils  and  for  parent  policy  committees, 
consistent  with  limitations  contained  in  this 
title. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  pay  from  funds  ap- 
propriated under  section  3(a)  for  fiscal  year 
1976  an  amount  equal  to  100  per  centum  of 
the  cost  of  planning,  training,  and  technical 
assistance. 

(1)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraphs  (2) 
and  (3)  of  this  subsection,  the  Secretary 
shall  pay  from  funds  appropriated  under 
section  3(b)  for  fiscal  year  1977  an  amount 
not  in  excess  of  90  per  centum  and  from 
funds  appropriated  under  section  3(b)  for 
fiscal  year  1978  and  subsequent  years  an 
amount  not  to  exceed  80  per  centum  of  the 
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cost  of  carrying  out  programs,  services,  and  shall  be  reviewed  and  evaluated  periodically 
activities  under  this  title.  The  Secretary  may,  and  frequently  by  the  Secretary,  to  Insure 
In  accordance  with  such  regulations  as  he  that  it  meets  the  highest  standards  of  qual- 
shall  prescribe,  approve  assistance  in  excess  ity:  and  the  Secretary  may  reserve  such  funds 
of  such  percentage  If  he  determines  that  as  he  deems  necessary  from  funds  available 
such  action  Is  required  to  provide  adequately  under  this  Act  for  the  purpose  of  evaluation,, 
for  the  child  and  family  service  needs  of  eco-  by  appropriate  persons,  of  programs  under 
nomlcally  disadvantaged  children.  this  Act  in  order  to  insure  compliance  with 

(2)  The   Secretary  shall   pay  an   amount    subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section, 
equal  to  100  per  centum  of  the  costs  of  pro-        (2)    no   program    or   project   described    in 
vlding  child  and  family  service  programs  for   clause    (1)    of   this  subsection   shall   be   ap- 
children    of    migrant    agricultural    workers   proved  for  assistance  under  this  Act  unless 
under  this  title.  it  is  specifically  authorized  and  approved  by 

(3)  The   Secretary  shall   pay   an   amount   the  Secretary. 

equal  to  100  per  centum  of  the  costs  of  pro-  (c)(1)  n  determination  that  a  prime 
vlding  child  and  family  service  programs  for  sponsor  or  proJect  is  in  violation  of  one  or 
children  in  Indian  tribal  organizations  under  more  of  the  provlslons  of  this  section.  the 
this  title.  Secretary  shall  give  immediate  public  notice 

(c)  The  non-Federal  share  of  the  costs  of  of  sucn  determination  to  such  prime  sponsor 
programs  assisted  under  this  title  may  be  OT  project  and,  if  such  violation  or  violations 
provided  through  public  or  private  funds  have  not  been  corrected,  shall  commence 
and  may  be  in  the  form  of  cash,  goods,  serv-  action  within  ninety  days  of  such  determina- 
lces,  or  facilities  (or  portions  thereof  that  tion  to  ^th^d  funds  under  section  204. 
are  used  for  program  purposes),  reasonably  „  _  determination  that  a  nroiect  is 
evaluated,  or  union  or  employer  contribu-  .  (;.>  ,Y?,°*  5  IT  °  r  ,,  I  P  J^,L* 
tions.  Fees  collected  for  services  shall  not  be  %  ^"^  °f  °°e  or  m°re  of  UJf  pr°  S  °  » 
used  for  the  non-Federal  share,  but  shall  be  ?'  t^I!!^1nont,.1.the  pr     t  sPonsor.sh*U  ^ 

^  w„  «.-  .  <~-  ,.  „„™.  «■„  i™„-„„«  „„,i  Immediate  notice  of  such  determination  to 
used  by  the  prime  sponsor  to  Improve  and  violation  or  viola- 

e3£n-  Prfgrams/,ndHerfthe11comPrehenflve  tlons  hae  not  been  corrected,  shall  corn- 
child  development  airf  family  service  plan.  mence 

(d)  If,  with  respect  to  any  fiscal  year  a  determination  to  witnhold  funds  under 
prime  sponsor  or  project  applicant  provides  sectlon  204 

non-Federal  contributions  or  any  program,  ..___!  ', 

service,  or  activity  exceeding  Its  require-  <d>  **ie  Secretary  shall,  within  sixty  days 
ments.  such  excess  may  be  applied  toward  after  enactment  of  this  Act.  appoint  a  Special 
meeting  the  requirements,  for  such  contri-  Committee  on  Federal  Standards  for  Child 
butions  for  the  subsequent  fiscal  year  under  Cale-  whlch  shall  include  parents  of  children 
this  title  enrolled   in   Headstart   and   child   care  pro- 

(e)  No  State  or  unit  of  general  local  gov-  6rams-  representatives  of  public  and  private 
ernment  shall  reduce  its  expenditures  for  agencies  and  organizations  administering 
child  development  or  child  care  programs  su^n  programs,  specialists,  and  other  public 
by  reason  of  assistance   under  this   title.       and  private   providers   of   child   and   family 

*  „„„„„    „    „     services,  individuals  engaged  in  licensing  ac- 

TITLE  n-STANDARDS,  ENFORCEMENT.     ^tteB,  and  Qthers  lnt|reested  m  service!  for 
AND  EVALUATION  children.  Not  less  than  one-half  of  the  mem- 

federal  sTANn ards  fqb  child  care  bership   orl^he   committee   shall   consist   of 

Sec.  20JL  (a)(1)  Within  six  months  after  parents  of  children  participating  in  programs 
the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  conducted  under  title  I  of  this  Act  and  sec- 
may,  after  consultation  with  other  Federal  tion  222(a)  of  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act 
agencies  and  with  the  approval  of  the  com-  of  1964  and  title  r/-A  of  the  Social  Security 
mittee  established  pursuant  to  subsection  Act,  or  other  public  programs  providing  child 
(d)  of  this  section,  promulgate  a  common  and  family  services.  Such  committee  shall 
set  of  program  standards  which  shall  be  ap-  participate  in  the  development  of  Federal 
plicable  to  all  programs  providing  child  care  Standards  for  Child  Care  and  modifications 
services  under  this  or  any  other  Federal  Act,  thereof  as  provided  In  subsection  (a), 
to  be  known  as  the  Federal  Standards  for  (e)  In  no  event  shall  any  prime  sponsor 
Child  Care.  If  the  Secretary  disapproves  the  or  program  or  project  receiving  assistance 
committee's  recommendations,  he  shall  state  under  this  Act  reduce  the  quality  of  services 
the  reasons  therefor.  provided  under  this  Act  below  the  standards 

(2)  Such  standards  shall  replace  but  shall  established  In  this  section. 

be  consistent  with  the  Federal  Interagency  development  op  itniform  code  for 

Day  Care  Requirements  as  approved  by  the  facilities 

Department  of  Health.  Education,  and  Wei-  202    {)   The  Secretary  g^i,  wlthin 

fare,  the  Office  of  Econnomlc  Opportunity,  ^  d  after  tfle  date  of  enactment  of  this 
and  the  Department  of  Labor  on  Septem-  Act  a  point  a  special  committee  to  develop 
ber  23,  1968.  The  1968  requirements  will  con-  ft  ^^^  minimum  code  for  faculties,  to  be 
tinue  to  apply  to  all  applicable  programs  used  lQ  Ucenslng  chm  and  family  serv- 
until  program  standards  authorized  by  sub-  lces  faci!itles.  Such  standards  shall  deal  prin- 
section  (a)  are  in  effect.  cipally  with  these  matters  essential  to  the 

(3)  Not  less  than  sixty  days  prior  to  im-  ^Zalth.  safety,  and  physical  comfort  of  the 
plementation  of  program  standards  pursuant  cnlIdren  and  the  relationship  of  such  mat- 
to  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the  Secre-  ^^  ^  tne  Pederai  standards  for  child  care 
tary   shall    submit   such   proposed    program   developed  under  section  201. 

standards  to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  committee  appointed  un- 

Publlc  Welfare  of  the  Senate  and  the  Com-  ^  ^         *     SQall  lnc,ude      ^  of  chu. 

mittee  on  Education  and  Labor  of  the  House  enrolled  in  comprehensive  child  services 

of  Representatives.    Upon   majority   vote   of  ams   and  representatives  of  State  and 

either    Committee   within    such    sixty    days  J^*   ncensing  agencies,  public  health   offi- 

disapprovtng  such  proposed  program  stand-  ^          entloQ  offlclals,  the    construc- 

ards,  such  standards  shall  not  take  effect.  tion  Wustry  and  unions,  public  and  private 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  establish  policies  agencies  or  organizations  administering  com- 
and  procedures,  in  accordance  with  regula-  prehensive  child  services  programs,  and  na- 
tions which  he  shall  prescribe,  to  assure  tional  agencies  or  organizations  interested  in 
that  all  programs  and  projects  assisted  un-  services  for  children.  Not  less  than  one-half 
der  this  Act  address,  on  a  continuing  basis,  of  the  membership  of  the  committee  shall 
the  individual  need  of  and  the  appropriate-  consist  of  parents  of  children  enrolled  in 
ness  of  child  and  family  service  for  very  programs  conducted  under  this  title,  section 
young   children  served —  222(a)(1)  of  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act 

(1)  any  program  or  project  providing  care  of  1964,  and  title  IV  of  the  Social  Security 

outside  the  home  for   very  young  children  Act. 
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(c)  Within  six  months  of  Its  appointment, 
the  special  committee  shall  complete  a  pro- 
posed uniform  code  and  shall  hold  public 
hearings  on  the  proposed  code  prior  to  sub- 
mitting its  final  recommendation  to  the  Sec- 
retary for  his  approval. 

(d)  The  Secretary  must  approve  the  code 
as  a  whole  or  secure  the  concurrence  of  the 
special  committee  to  changes  therein,  and, 
upon  approval,  such  standards  shall  be  ap- 
plicable to  all  facilities  receiving  Federal  fi- 
nancial assistance  under  this  Act  or  in  which 
programs  receiving  such  Federal  financial 
assistance  are  operated;  and  the  Secretary 
shall  also  distribute  such  standards  and  urge 
their  adoption  by  States  and  local  govern- 
ments. The  Secretary  may  from  time  to  time 
modify  the  uniform  code  for  facilities  In  ac- 
cordance with  the  procedures  described  in 
subsections   (a)    through   (d). 

PROCRAM    MONITORING   AND   ENFORCEMENT 

Sec.  203.  The  Secretary  shall  provide, 
through  the  Office  of  Child  and  Family  Serv- 
ices, for  regular  and  periodic  monitoring  and 
programs  under  this  Act  to  assure  compli- 
ance with  the  child  care  standards  and  other 
requirements  of  this  Act,  and  shall  provide 
for  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of 
sufficient  trained  staff  In  such  office  to  ac- 
complish the  purpose  of  this  section. 

WITHHOLDING   OP   GRANTS 

Sec.  204.  Whenever  the  Secretary,  after  rea- 
sonable notice  and  opportunity  for  a  hearing 
to  any  prime  sponsor,  or  project  applicant, 
finds— 

(1 )  that  there  has  been  a  failure  to  comply 
substantially  with  any  requirement  set  forth 
in  the  plan  of  any  such  prime  sponsor 
approved  under  section  106;  or 

(2)  that  there  has  been  a  failure  to  comply 
with  applicable  standards  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 201;  or 

(3)  that  there  has  been  a  failure  to  comply 
substantially  with  any  requirement  set  forth 
In  the  application  of  any  such  project  appli- 
cant approved  pursuant  to  section   107;   or 

(4)  that  In  the  operation  of  any  plan, 
program,  or  project  carried  out  by  any  such 
prime  sponsor,  or  project  applicant  or  other 
recipient  of  financial  assistance  under  this 
Act  there  Is  a  failure  to  comply  substantially 
with  any  applicable  provision  of  this  Act  or 
regulation  promulgated  thereunder; 

the  Secretary  shall  notify  such  prime  spon- 
sor, project  applicant,  or  other  recipient  of 
his  findings  and  that  no  further  payments 
may  be  made  to  such  sponsor,  project  appli- 
cant, or  other  recipient  under  this  Act  (or 
in  the  Secretary's  discretion  that  any  such 
prime  sponsor  shall  not  make  further  pay- 
ments under  this  Act  to  specified  project 
applicants  affected  by  the  failure)  until  he 
Is  satisfied  that  there  Is  no  longer  any  such 
failure  to  comply,  or  that  the  noncompliance 
will  be  promptly  corrected.  The  Secretary 
may  authorize  the  continuation  of  payments 
with  respect  to  any  project  assisted  under 
this  Act  which  Is  being  carried  out  pursuant 
to  such  plan  or  application  and  which  is  not 
involved  In  any  noncompliance. 

CRITERIA    WITH    RESPECT    TO    FEE    SCHEDULES 

Sec.  205.  (a)  Not  later  than  one  hundred 
and  eighty  days  after  the  enactment  of  this 
Act.  the  Secretary  shall  by  regulation  estab- 
lish criteria  for  the  adoption  of  fee  schedules 
by  prime  sponsors  as  provided  In  section 
106(b)  (7)  (B)  of  this  Act.  Such  criteria  shall 
be  designed  to  permit  enrollment  or  contin- 
ued participation  in  the  program  as  family 
income  increases,  shall  be  based  on  family 
size,  and  ability  to  pay,  and  shall  provide  for 
appropriately  reduced  charges  for  less  than 
full-day  care,  and  shall  be  appropriately 
adjusted  for  regional  and  urban-rural  differ- 
ences in  the  cost  of  living  or  determined  by 
the   Bureau   of  Labor  Statistics. 

(b)  Not.  less  than  sixty  days  prior  to 
implementation  of  the  criteria  established 
by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  section  106(b) 


(7)(B),  the  Secretary  shall  submit  such 
proposed  criteria  to  the  Committee  on  Labo.- 
and  Public  Welfare  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Committee  on  Education  and  Labor  of  the 
House  of  Representatives.  Upon  a  majority 
vote  of  either  committee  disapproving  such 
proposed  criteria,  such  criteria  shall  not  take 
effect  and  the  Secretary  shall  within  sixty 
days  promulgate  revised  criteria.  Such  re- 
vised criteria,  and  any  revfslon  to  criteria 
established  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be 
subject  to  the  requirements  of  this  section. 

EVALUATION 

Sec.  206.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  make  an 
evaluation  of  Federal  involvement  In  child 
and  family  services,  which  shall  Include — 

( 1 )  enumeration  and  description  oj  all 
Federal  activities  which  affect  child  and 
family    service    programs; 

(2)  analysis  of  expenditures  of  Federal 
funds  for  such  activities  and  services; 

(3)  determination  of  the  effectiveness  of 
such  activities  and  services; 

(4)  the  extent  to  which  preschool,  minor- 
ity group,  and  economically  disadvantaged 
children  and  their  parents  have  participated 
in  programs  under  this  Act;  and 

(5)  such  recommendations  to  Congress  as 
the  Secretary  may  deem   appropriate. 

(b)  The  results  of  the  evaluation  required 
by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be 
reported  to  Congress  not  later  than  two 
years  after  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  establish  such 
procedures  as  may  be  necessary  to  conduct 
an  annual  evaluation  of  Federal  Involvement 
In  child  and  family  services  programs,  and 
shall  report  the  results  of  each  such  evalu- 
ation  to  Congress. 

(d)  Prime  sponsors  and  project  applicants 
assisted  under  this  Act  and  departments  and 
agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  shall, 
upon  request  by  the  Secretary  or  the  Comp- 
troller General  of  the  United  States  make 
available,  consistent  with  other  provisions 
of  law,  such  Information  as  the  Secretary 
determines  is  necessary  for  purposes  of  mak- 
ing the  evaluation  required  under  subsection 
(c)  of  this  section,  or  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral determines  is  necessary  for  an  inde- 
pendent evaluation. 

(e)  The  Secretary  may  enter  Into  con- 
tracts with  public  or  private  nonprofit  agen- 
cies, organizations,  or  Individuals  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

(f )  The  Secretary  shall  reserve  for  the  pur- 
poses  of   this   section   not   less   than    1    per 

■•centum,  but  not  more  than  2  per  centum,  of 
the  amounts  available  under  section  3(b)  of 
this  Act  for  any  fiscal  year. 

TriLE   III— RESEARCH  AND 
DEMONSTRATIONS 
Sec  301.  (a)  The  Secretary  Is  authorized  to 
carry  out  a  program  of  research  and  demon- 
stration projects,  which  shall  Include  but  not 
be  limited  to — 

(1)  research  to  develop  techniques  to 
measure  and  evaluate  child  and  family  serv- 
ices, and  to  develop  standards  to  evaluate 
professional  and  paraprofessional  child  and 
family  service  personnel; 

(2)  research  to  test  preschool  programs 
emphasizing  reading  and  reading  readiness; 

(3)  preventive  medicine  and  techniques 
and  technology,  including  multiphasic 
screening  and  testing,  to  improve  the  early 
diagnosis  and  treatment  of  diseases  and 
learning  disabilities  of  preschool  children. 

(4)  research  to  test  alternative  methods  of 
providing  child  and  family  service; 

(5)  evaluation  of  research  findings  and  the 
development  of  these  findings  and  the  effec- 
tive application  thereof; 

(6)  dissemination  and  application  erf  re- 
search and  development  efforts  and  demon- 
stration projects  to  child  and  family  service 
and  related  programs  and  early  childhood 
education,  using  regional  demonstration  cen- 
ters and  advisory  services  where  feasible; 
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(7)  production  of  informational  systems 
and  other  resources  necessary  to  support  the 
activities  authorized  by  this  Act;  and 

(8)  a  study  of  the  need  on  a  nationwide 
basis  tor  child  and  family  services  programs 
and  of  the  resources,  including  personnel, 
which  are  available  to  meet  this  need. 

(b)  In  order  to  carry  out  the  program  pro- 
vided for  in  this  section,  the  Secretary  is 
authorized  to  make  grants  to  or  enter  into 
contracts  or  other  arrangements  with  public 
or  nonprofit  private  agencies  (including  other 
Government  agencies),  organizations,  insti- 
tutions, and  individuals. 

(c)(1)  The  Secretary  shall  coordinate, 
through  the  Office  of  Child  and  Family  Serv- 
ices established  under  section  101(a),  all 
child  and  family  services  research,  training, 
and  development  efforts  conducted  within 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  and,  to  the  extent  feasible,  by  other 
agencies,  organizations,  and  individuals. 

(2)  Funds  available  to  any  Federal  depart- 
ment or  agency  for  the  purposes  of  this  title 
snail  be  available  for  transfer,  with  the  ap- 
proval of  the  head  of  the  department  or 
agency  involved,  in  whole  or  in  part,  to  the 
Secretary  for  such  use  as  is  consistent  with 
the  purposes  for  which  such  funds  were  pro- 
vided, and  the  funds  so  transferred  shall  be 
expendable  by  the  Secretary  through  the 
Office  of  Child  and  Family  Services  estab- 
lished under  section  101(a),  for  the  purposes 
for  which  the  transfer  was  made. 

(d)  The  Secretary  shall  conduct  special 
demonstration,  and  model  programs,  which 
demonstration,  and  model  programs  shall  be 
subject  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable  to 
each  of  the  requirements  with  respect  to 
project  applications  under  section  107. 

(e)  The  Secretary  shall  report  to  Congress 
not  later  than  September  1,  1976,  summariz- 
ing his  activities  and  accomplishments  under 
this  section  during  the  preceding  fiscal  year 
and  the  grants,  contracts,  or  other  arrange- 
ments entered  into  and  making  such  recom- 
mendations (including  recommendations  for 
legislation)  as  he  may  deem  appropriate. 
TITLE  IV— TRAINING  OF  PERSONNEL  FOB 

CHILD  AND   FAMILY   SERVICES 
PBESBMTCCE  AND  INSERVICE  TRAINING 

Sec.  401.  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
make  payments  to  provide  financial  assist- 
ance to  enable  individuals  employed  or  pre- 
paring for  employment  in  child  and  -family 
services  programs  assisted  under  this  Act, 
including  volunteers,  to  participate  in  pro- 
grams of  preservtce  or  inservice  "training  for 
professional  and  nonprofessional  personnel, 
to  he  conducted  by  any  agency  carrying  out 
a  child  and  family  services  program,  or  any 
Institution  of  higher  education,  including  a 
community  college,  or  by  any  combination 
thereof. 

TECHNICAL     ASSISTANCE     AND     PLANNING 

Sec.  402.  The  Secretary  shall,  directly  or 
through  grant  -ox  contract,  make  technical 
assistance  available  to  prime  sponsors  and 
to  project  applicants  participating  or  seek- 
ing to  participate  in  programs  assisted  under 
this  Act  on  a  continuing  basis,  to  assist  them 
in  planning,  developing,  and  carrying  oat 
child  and  family  services  programs. 

TITLE  V — GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  501.  As  used  in  this  Act,  the  term — 

(1)  "Secretary"  means  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare; 

(2)  "State"  means  the  several  States  and 
the  District  of  Columbia,  Puerto  Rico,  Guam, 
American  Samoa,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  the 
Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands; 

i(3)  "child  and  family  service  programs" 
means  programs  on  a  full  day  or  part-day 
basis  which  provide  or  arrange  for  the  pro- 
vision of  the  educational,  nutritional,  health, 
and  other  services  needed  to  provide  the  op- 
portunity for  children  to  attain  their  full 
potential,  including  services  to  other  family 
memoers; 

(-4)  **c4ill«re»"  means  indiv**Bals  who  have 
not  attained  the  age  of  fifteen; 

(5)  "economically  disadvantaged  children" 
means  any  children  of  a  family  having  an 
annual  income  below  the  lower  riving  stand- 
ard budget  (adjusted  for  regional  and  met- 


ropolitan, urban,  and  rural  differences,  and 
family  size),  as  determined  annually  by  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  at  the  Depart- 
ment of  Labor; 

(6)  "handicapped  children"  includes  men- 
tally retarded,  hard  of  hearing,  deaf,  speech 
impaired,  visually  handicapped,  seriously 
emotionally  disturbed,  crippled,  or  other 
health  impaired  children  who  by  reason 
thereof  require  special  education  and  related 
services; 

(7)  "program"  includes  any  program,  serv- 
ice, or  activity,  which  Is  conducted  full-  or 
part-time  ,j  the  home,  in  schools,  or  in  child 
facilities 

(8)  "parent  '  means  any  parson  who  has 
primary  ,  day-to-day    responsibility- -fef-  -aa» 

(9)  "single  parent"  means  any  person  who 
has  sole  day-to-day  responsibility  for  any 
child; 

(10)  "working  mother"  means  any  mother 
who  needs  child  or  family  service  in  order 
to  undertake  or  continue  full-  or  part-time 
employment,  training,  or  education  outside 
the  home; 

(11)  "minority  group"  includes,  but  is  not 
limited  to,  persons  who  are  Negro  American 
Indian,  Spanish-sum  am nd  American,  Portu- 
guese, or  Oriental,  and,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary,  children  who  are  from  environ- 
ments in  which  a  dominant  language  is  other 
than  English  and  who,  as  a  result  of  language 
barriers,  may  need  special  assistance,  and, 
for  the  purpose  of  this  paragraph,  "Spanish- 
surnamed  Americans"  includes,  but  is  not 
limited  to,  persons  of  Mexican,  Puerto  Rican, 
Cuban,  or  Spanish  origin  or  ancestry; 

(12)  "bilingual"  includes,  but  is  not  lim- 
ited to  persons  -who  are  Spanish-surhamed 
Americans,  American  Indian,  Oriental,  Por- 
tuguese, or  others  who  have  learned  during 
childhood  to  speak  the  language  of  the  mi- 
nority group  of  which  "they  are  members 
and  who,  as  a  result  of  language  barrters,  may 
need  special  assistance; 

(13)  "local  educational  agency"  means  any 
such  agency  as  defined  in  section  301(f)  of 
the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
Act  of  1965; 

(14)  "unit  of  general  local  government" 
means  any  political  subdivision  of  a  State 
hanring  general  governmental  powers. 

NUTRITION      SERVICES 

Sec.  502.  In  accordance  with  the  purposes 
of  this  title,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  shall  establish  procedures 
to  assure  that  adequate  -nutrition  services 
will  be  provided  in  child  and  family  services 
programs  under  this  Act.  Such  services  shall 
make  use  of  the  special  food  service  program 
for  children  as  defined  undeT  section  13  of 
the  National  School  Lunch  Act  of  1946  and 
the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966,  to  the  fullest 
extent  appropriate  and  consistent  with  the 
pro-visions  of  such  Acts. 

SPECIAL      PROVISIONS 

Sec.  503.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  not  pro-, 
vide  financial  assistance  for  any  program  un- 
der this  Act  unless  the  grant,  contract,  or 
agreement  with  respect  to  such  program 
specifically  provides  that  no  person  with  re- 
sponsibilities in  the  operation  of  such  pro- 
gram will  discriminate  with  respect  to  any 
program,  program  participant,  or  any  appli- 
cant for  participation  in  such  program  be- 
cause of  race,  creed,  color,  national  origin, 
sex,  political  affiliation  or  beliefs. 

(b)  No  person  in  the  United  States  shall 
on  the  ground  of  sex  be  excluded  from  par- 
ticipation in,  be  denied  the  benefits  of.  be 
subjected    to   discrimination   under,    or   be 


•Stricken  material  in  section  501  deleted  by 
Amdt.  No.  1389  introduced  by  Mr.  Mondale. 
Feb.  5,  1976,  and  the  following  language  to  be 
inserted:  "Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  alter  or 
interfere  in  any  way  with  the  rights  and  re- 
sponsibilities of  parents.  The  term  'parent' 
shall  in  no  case  include  any  person  caring  for 
the  child  in  the  capacity  of  teacher  or  day 
care  staff,  nor  shall  the  term  'parent'  include 
any  other  person  on  whom  legal  guardianship 
of  the  child  has  not  been  conferred  under  ap- 
plicable State  law.". 
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denied  employment  In  connection  with,  any  full    undesrtanding   of   the   procedures   and 

program  or  activity  receiving  assistance  un-  possible  consequences. 

der  this  Act.  The  Secretary  shall  enforce  the  public  information 

provisions  of   the   preceding  sentence   in   ac-         _         ....  ,        .     . 

cordance  with  section  602  of  the  Civil  Rights        Sec-   505-   Applications  for  designation   as 

Act   of    1964.   Section   603   of   such    Act   shall  Prime  sponsors,   comprehensive   child   deve  1- 


apply  with  respect  to  any  action  taken  by  the 


opment  plans,  project  applications,  and  all 


Secretary  to  enforce  such  sentence.  This  sec-    written  material  pertaining  thereto  shall  be 


tion  shall  not  be  construed  as  affecting  any 


made  readily  available  without  charge  to  the 


other  legal  remedy  that  a  person  may  have    public  by  the  prime  sponsor,  the  applicant 


if   that  person   is   excluded   from   partlclpa- 


and   the  Secretary. 


tion  in,  denied  the  benefits  of,  subjected  to  repeal  or  amendment  of  existinc  authority 
discrimination  under,  or  denied  employment  and  coordination 

in  connection  with,  any  program  or  activity  sec.  506.  (a)  After  consultation  with  the 
receiving  assistance  under  this  Act.  head  of  any  agency  of  the  Federal  Govern- 

(c)  The  Secretary  may  make  such  grants,  ment  Immediately  responsible  for  providing 
contracts,  or  agreements,  establish  such  pro-  Federal  assistance  for  and  family  services, 
cedures.  policies,  rules,  and  regulations  and  child  care,  and  related  programs,  including 
make  such  payments  In  Installments  and  in  title  I  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Edu- 
advance  or  by  way  of  reimbursement,  or  cation  Act  of  1965,  section  222(a)(2)  of  the 
otherwise  allocate  or  expend  funds  made  Economic  Opportunity  Act  of  1964,  title  VII 
available  under  this  Act,  as  he  may  tfeem  0f  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  0f  1966,  title  I  of  the  Demonstration  Cities 
Act,  including  necessary  adjustments  -to  and  Metropolitan  Development  Act  of  1966 
payments  on  account  of  overpayments  or  un-  and  titles  IV  and  VI  of  the  Social  Security 
derpayments.  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  Act,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
section  204,  the  Secretary  may  also  withhold  Welfare  shall  establish  regulations  to  assure 
funds  otherwise  payable  under  this  Act  in  the  coordination  of  all  such  programs  with 
order   to  recover  any  amounts  expended   in  the  programs  assisted  under  this  Act. 

the  current  or  immediately  prior  fiscal  year  (b)(1)  Section  203(J)(1)  of  the  Federal 
in  violation  of  any  provision  of  this  Act  on  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of 
any  term  or  condition  of  assistance  under  1949  is  amended  by  striking  out  "or  civil 
this  Act.  defense"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "civil 

(d)  The  Secretary  shall  not  pro-vide  fiman-  defense,  or  the  operation  of  child  care  facili- 
cial  assistance  for  any  program,  service,  or  ties". 

activity  under  this  Act  unless  he  .determines       (2)   Section    203(J)(3)     of    such    Act    Is 

that    persons    employed    thereunder,    other  amended 

than  persons  who  serve  without  compemsa-  (A)  by  striking  out,  in  the  first  sentence, 
tion,  shall  be  paid  wages  which  shall  not  "or  public  health"  and  inserting  In  lieu 
be  lower  than  whichever  is  the  highest  of—  thereof  "public  health,  or  the  operation  of 

(1)  the   minimum  wage  which   would   be  child  care  facilities"; 

applicable   to   the  employee  under  the  Fair        (B)    by  inserting  after  "handicapped,"  In 
Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938  (29  U.S.C.  206),  clause  (A)   and  clause   (B)   of  the  first  sen- 
lf  section  6(a)(1)  of  such  Act  applied  to  the  tence  the  following:   "child  care  facilities"; 
participant  and  if  he  were  not  exempt  under   and 
section  13  thereof;  (C)   by  inserting  after  "public  health  pur- 

(2)  the  State  or  local  minimum  wage  for  poses"  and  the  second  sentence,  the  follow - 
the  most  nearly  comparable  covered  employ-  lng.  ~_  or  for  the  operation  of  child  care 
me"(t  :°r  facilities,". 

(3)  the  prevailing  rates  of  pay  for  persons 

employed  in  similar  occupations  by  the  same  acceptance  of  funds 

employer.  Sec.  507.  In  carrying  out  the  purposes  and 

(e)  The  Secretary  shall  not  provide  ftnan-  provisions  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  Is  au- 
clal  assistance  for  any  program  under  this  thorlzed  to  accept  and  use  funds  approprl- 
Act  unless  he  determines  that  no  funds  will  ated  to  carry  out  otner  provisions  of  Federal 
be  used  for  and  no  person  will  be  employed  law  if  such  funds  are  used  for  the  purposes 
under  the  program  in  this  construction,  for  which  they  are  specifically  authorized 
operation,  or  maintenance  of  so  much  of  any  and  appropriated.     ^ 

facility  as  is  for  use  for  sectarian  instruction  bipartisan  Group  of  Senators  and  Con- 
or  as  a  place  for  religions  worship.  chessmen  To  Seek  Child,  Family  Services 

special  prohibitions  and  protections  Bill 

Sec  504.  (a)  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  he  Washington,  DC,  February  7.— A  bipartl- 
crmstrued  or  applied  in  such  a  manner  as  to  san  group  of  Senators  and  Representatives 
Infringe  upon  or  usurp  the  moral  and  legal  Joined  today  to  call  for  new  legislation  to 
rights  and  responsibilities  of  parents  or  upgrade  and  Increase  day  care,  preschool 
guardians  with  respect  to  the  moral,  mental,  education,  health  and  nutrition  services 
emotional,  physical,  or  other  development  available  to  families  for  their  children, 
of  their  children.  Nor  shall  any  section  of  The  group,  led  by  Senators  Walter  F. 
this  Act  be  construed  or  applied  In  such  a  Mondale  (D-Minn.)  and  Jacob  Javlts  (R- 
manner  as  to  permit  any  invasion  of  privacy  N.Y.)  In  the  Senate  and  by  Congressman 
otherwise  protected  by  law.  or  to  abridge  any  John  Brademas  (D-Ind.)  and  Alphonzo  Bell 
legal  remedies  far  any  such  invasion  which  (R-Callf.)  in  the  House,  introduced  corn- 
are  otherwise  provided  by  law.  panion  bills  today. 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  directed  to  establish  Brademas,  Chairman  of  the  House  Select 
appropriate  procedures  to  Insure  that  no  Subcommittee  on  Education,  and  Mondale, 
child  shall  be  the  subject  of  any  research  Chairman  of  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on 
or  experimentation  under  this  Act  unless  the  Children  and  Youth,  announced  that  they 
parent  or  guardian  of  such  child  Informed  would  hold  Joint  hearings  on  the  bill  be- 
of  such  research  or  experimentation  and  is  ginning  on  Thursday,  February  20,  and  Fri- 
glven  an  opportunity  as  a  right  to  except  day,  February  21.  A  Joint  field  hearing  will 
such   child  therefrom.  be   held   Monday,    February   24   in   Chicago, 

(c)  A  child  participating  In  a  program  as-    Illinois. 

sisted  under  this  Act  shall  not  undergo  medi-  Among  activities  supported  by  the  legls- 
cai  or  psychological  examination  expert-  ,fttion  would  be  d  care  ^^3  for  pre. 
mentation   or   research,    immunization    (ex-    scho(fi  children  including  early  ldentlfi- 

oept  to  the  extent  neceesary  to  protect  the  catlon  of  handicaps;  medical  services  for 
public  from  epidemies  of  contagious  diseases  new  mothers  to  reduce  the  incidence  of  pre- 
or  in  cases  of  medical  emergencies  where  ventabie  birth  defects;  family  counseling: 
parental  consent  cannot  be  readily  obtain-  iie9lth  dlagnosis  and  treatment;  and  school 
ed).  or  treatment  without  the  written  per-  feeding  programs  for  children, 
mission  of  his  parent  or  guardian  based  upon 


14 


"Serious  gaps  exist  In  the  quality  and  ex- 
tent of  child  care  services  now  available  to 
parents  for  their  children.  This  Is  a  particu- 
larly Important  problem  for  working  par- 
ents," the  sponsors  said  In  a  Joint  statement 
released  today. 

"Today  there  are  only  about  one  million 
day  care  openings  In  licensed  day  care  fa- 
cilities to  serve  the  six  million  preschool 
children  whose  mothers  work. 

"Some  of  these  children  of  working  par- 
ents are  receiving  good  care  from  relatives 
and  neighbors,  but  far  too  many  families  are 
forced  to  leave  their  children  In  facilities 
which  are  both  seriously  understaffed  and 
which  provide  almost  no  supportive  services." 

Mondale  and  Brademas  stressed  that  par- 
ticipation In  the  programs  authorized  by  the 
bill  would  be  completely  voluntary. 

The  sponsors  also  said  they  are  particularly 
concerned  that  parents  play  a  key  role  In 
the  operation  of  community  projects  which 
•would  receive  support  from  the  new  law.  This 
goal  would  be  accomplished,  they  explained, 
In  two  ways: 

(1)  By  establishing  policy-making  parent 
councils  for  each  child  care  and  family  serv- 
ice program;  and 

.  (2)  By  providing  for  the  participation  of 
parents  in  the  day  to  day  operation  of  the 
programs. 

The  programs  would  be  administered 
through  a  system  of  state  and  local  govern- 
mental "prime  sponsors"  including  educa- 
tional Institutions  and  other  public  and  pri- 
vate nonprofit  grantees  in  specified  circum- 
stances. Under  the  proposed  bill,  both  profit 
and  nonprofit  organizations  which  meet  the 
bill's  standards  for  quality  would  be  eligible 
to  receive  funds  to  operate  the  programs  and 
provide  services. 

The  new  bill  is  similar  to  one  which  Con- 
gress passed  in  1971  but  which  President 
Nixon  vetoed  In  the  last  days  of  that  year. 

Brademao  and  Mondale  emphasized  that 
the  proposed  was  not  "etched  In  stone."  They 
said,  "Wo  Intend  to  Invite  a  wide  range  of 
interested  persons  and  organizations  to  pre- 
sent their  views  to  the  Committee  as  we  con- 
sider this  legislation." 

At  the  time  this  release  went  to  print,  84 
Congressmen  had  Joined  the  sponsors  In  co- 
eponsorlng  the  House  bill,  and  23  Senators 
had  agreed  to  cosponsor  the  Senate  version. 


IV.  UNSIGNED  FLYER  ATTACKING  CHILD  AND 
FAMILY  SERVICES  BILL 
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Accordinq  to  Senator  Bartlett's  Office,  this  legislation  is  currently  before 
the  Committee  of  Labor  and  Public  Welfare.   Hearinqs  are  scheduled  for 
February,  1Q76.   The  staff  member  at  the  Senator's  office  recommended  writing 
to  the  committee  to  express  any  opinion  concerninq  the  bill.   The  chairman 
of  the  Committee  is  also  the  author  of  the  bill.   He  is  Senator  Walter  F. 
Mondale  of  Minnesota.   The  rankinq  minority  member  of  the  committee  is  Robert 
T.  Stafford. 
The  Address  for  the  Committee  is 


Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare 

Suite  4230 

Dirksen  Office  Building 

Washington,  D.C.   20510 

(Attention:   either  man  named  above) 


r*********i 


REARING  CHILDREN  BY  THE  GOVERNMENT  OR  BY  THE  PARENTS 

There  is  before  the  Congress  of  the  United  State  legislation  known  as: 
THE  CHILD  AND  FAMILY  SERVICE  ACT  OF  1975 

House  of  Representatives HB  2966 

Senate S   626 

CHILD  ADVOCACY  CLAUSE 

In  the  Congressional  Record  the  bill  is  described : 

"If,  in  the  judgement  of  those  who  are  in  charge  of  such  a  program,  the 
Senate  by  way  of  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare,  parents  are 
not  doing  a  good  job, (the  (advocate  a  specialist  appointed  by  the  government) 
would  enter  the  home  and  direct  education,  even  with  the  home.   And  if  the 
parent  would  object,  the  authority  of  the  home  would,  De  Facto,  be  transferred 
to  these  advocated . " 

The  Charter  of  Children's  Rights  of  the  National  Council  of  Civil  Liberties  is 
becoming  part  of  the  Child  Development  Act.   Following  are  four  (4)  of  the 
several  items  proposed  in  this  charter. 

Congressional  Record  page  44138 : 

1.  "All  children  have  the  right  of  protection  from  and  compensation  for  the 
consequences  of  any  inadequacies  in  their  home  and  backgrounds." 

2.  "Children  have  the  right  to  protection  from  any  excessive  claims  made  on 
them  by  their  parents  or  authority."   (The  question  was  asked  by  way  of 
example,  "What  do  you  mean  by  the  fact  "excessive  claim?"   The  example  was 
m'ven,  "If  the  mother  or  father  asked  the  child  to  take  the  garbage  out  and 
the  child  doesn't  want  to,  the  parents  have  no  right  to  insist  upon  it".) 

3.  "Children  have  the  right  to  freedom  from  religious  or  political  indoctrina- 
tion.,:   (This  means  that  parents  could  not  insist  on  children  attending 
Church  or  Sunday  School  or  Synagogue.   It  also  means  the  parent  could  be 
reported  to  authorities  for  expressing  himself  in  his  own  home  before  his 
own  children  regarding  politics  and  religion,  if  the  child  reported  this 

to  the  authorities.) 

4.  'Children  shall  have  the  freedom  to  make  complaints  about  teachers,  parents 
and  others  without  fear  of  reprisals." 

This  bill  passed  both  houses  in  1971,  and  was  vetoed  by  President  Richard 
"lixon  with  the  following  remark:   "This  bill  would  weaken  the  American  family 
by  committing  the  vast  moral  authority  of  the  National  Government  to  the  side 
of  communal  approaches  to  child  rearing  over  and  against  the  family-oriented 

approach . " 

The  Congressional  Record  states  concerning  this  bill : 

"The  intent  of  this  bill  is  for  the  government  to  be  responsible for  the 

nutritional  interest  of  your  child,  and  for  all  psychological  intemests  of  your 
child."   "What  is  at  issue  is  whether  the  parents  shall  continue  to  have  the 
right  to  form  the  character  of  the  children  or  whether  the  state  with  all  its 
power  and  magnitude,  shall  be  given  the  decisive  tools  and  techniques  for 
forming  the  young  lives  of  the  children  of  this  country."   "As  a  matter  of  the 
child's  right,  the  Government  shall  exert  control  over  the  family  because  we 
have  recognize,  further,  that  no  parental,  but  communal  forms  of  up-brinqing 
have  an  unquestionable  superiority  over  all  other  forms.   Furthermore,  there  is 
serious  question  that  maybe  we  cannot  trust  the  family  to  prepare  young 
children  in  this  country  for  this  new  kind  of  world  which  is  emerging. 
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CHILD  AND  FAMILY  SERVICES 

Mr.  MONDALE.  Mr.  President,  a  vi- 
cious and  totally  inaccurate  propaganda 
campaign  is  currently  being  waged 
against  the  child  and  family  services 
legislation  pending  before  Congress.  This 
bill,  which  I  sponsored  in  the  Senate 
with  28  other  Senators,  and  Representa- 
tive Bradlmas  sponsored  in  the  House 
of  Representatives  with  almost  a  hun- 
dred other  Represcnatives,  is  being  sub- 
jected to  one  of  the  most  distorted  and 
dishonest  attacks  I  have  witnessed  in  my 
15  years  of  public  service. 

Wild  and  completely  .false  allegations 
are  being  made  that  this  legislation 
would  somehow  give  children  the  legal 
right  to  disobey  their  parents;  somehow 
prohibit  parents  from  providing  reli- 
gious training  to  their  children;  some- 
how give  the  Government  authority  over 
child  rearing;  and  somehow  give  children 
the  right  to  complain  about  their  par- 
ents and  teachers  "without  fear  of  re- 
prisal." 

These  allegations  are  absolutely  and 
completely  false.  There  is  not  a  shred  of 
truth  in  any  one  of  them.  If  there  were, 
neither  I  nor  any  Member  of  Congress 
would  be  sponsoring  this  legislation. 

In  fact,  research  reveals  that  these 
allegations  are  based  on  a  document  that 
was  not  even  prepared  in  this  country, 
and  has  no  relevance  to  it.  They  are  cli- 
rived  from  a  "Charter  of  Children's 
Rights"  of  the  British  Advisory  Center 
Of  Education  and  the  National  Council  of 
Civil  Liberties  rhlch  Senator  Curtis 
cited  during  Senate  debate  in  1971. 

Yet,  mimeographed  materials  being 
circulated  in  many  sections  of  our  coun- 
try allege  that  the  so-called  "children's 
rights"  quoted  from  their  foreign  docu- 
ment arc  "becoming  part  of"  the  Child 
and  Family  Services  Act.  That  allega- 
tion is  totally  false,  and  I  believe  that 
the  individuals  or  organizations  making 
the  allegation  know  it  is  false.  I  say  that 
because  the  materials  containing  these 
allegations  are  unsigned — a  clear  and 
significant  sign  that  the  organizations  or 
individuals  circulating  these  allegations 
know  that  they  cannot  defend  or  docu- 
ment them. 

Contrary  to  these  unsigned  allegations, 
the  child  and  family  services  legislation 
contains  nothing  that  changes  or  affects 
the  legal   relationship  between  parents 


and  their  children.  Instead,  It  simply  of- 
fers to  families — on  a  totally  voluntary 
basis — access  to  health,  education  and 
child  care  services  which  they  want  for 
their  children  but  often  cannot  afford.  It 
offers  prenatal  health  care  and  early 
medical  screening  and  treatment  to  de- 
tect and  remedy  handicapping  condi- 
tions, and  day  care  services  for  children 
of  working  mothers.  And,  the  bill  specifi- 
cally limits  eligibility  for  these  services 
to  "children  whose  parents  or  gruardians 
request  such  services" — S.  C26,  section  2 
(a)  (2);  section  106(b)  (1). 

In  addition,  this  legislation  is  deliber- 
ately and  carefully  designed  to  provide 
parent  control  of  any  services  ottered. 
Thus,  the  bill  requires  that  all  programs 
funded  would  be  selected,  established 
and  controlled  by  the  parents  of  the  chil- 
dren participating  in  them. 

Finally,  the  bill  is  specifically  designed 
to  support  and  strengthen  families.  The 
very  first  part  of  the  bill — section  2(a)  — 
states  that  "the  family  is  the  primary 
and  most  fundamental  influence  on  chil« 
dren"  and  that  any  programs  funded  byx 
this  act  "must  build  upon  and  strengthen 
the  role  of  the  family."  And,  the  bill  spe- 
cifically states  that  "nothing  in  this  act 
shall  be  construed  or  applied  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  infringe  upon  or  usurp  the 
moral  and  legal  rights  and  responsibil- 
ities of  parents  or  guardians" — section 
504(a). 

It  is  for  these  reasons  that  the  legisla- 
tion is  supported  by  a  wide  range  of  civic 
and  religious  organizations  including  the 
PTA,  the  AFL-CIO,  the  United  Metho- 
dist Church,  *  *  *  the  National  Confer- 
ence of  Catholic  Charities,  the  United 
Church  of  Christ,  •  •  *  the  UAW,  the 
American  Academy  of  Pediatrics,  the 
Child  Welfare  League  of  America,  the 
National  Council  of  Jewish  Women,  the 
American  Home  Economics  Association, 
the  National  Association  of  Retarded 
Children,  and  the  National  Education 
Association. 

It  is  obvious  that  none  of  these  orga- 
nizations would  be  supporting  a  proposal 
of  the  kind  alleged  in  the  unsigned 
materials  being  distributed.  These  orga- 
nizations, and  the  Members  of  Congress 
who  are  sponsoring  the  Child  and  Family 
Services  Act,  are  supporting  this  legisla- 
tion" precisely  because  it  strengthens  and 
supports  families  and  children. 
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Mr.  President,  this  legislation  was  spe- 
cifically drafted  in  such  a  way  to  as- 
sure that  it  would  strengthen  and  sup- 
port families,  rather  than  weaken  them. 
That  Is  why  we  included  the  provisions 
I  quoted  earlier  concerning  the  volun- 
tary nature  of  the  programs  offered,  the 
prohibitions  against  any  infringement 
upon  the  rights  and  responsibilities  of 
parents,  and  the  statement  of  findings 
regarding  the  primary  role  of  the  fam- 
ily and  the  requirement  that  all  pro- 
grams build  upon  and  strengthen  the 
family. 

During  the  hearings  on  this  legislation 
we  consistently  asked  witnesses  whether, 
in  their  opinion,  the  bill  did  indeed 
strengthen  families.  In  fact,  we  specifi- 
cally asked  the  witnesses  representing 
various  churches  whether  the  legislation 
would,  in  their  opinion,  strengthen  or 
weaken  families. 

Their  responses  to  that  question  were 
direct  and  unambiguous,  and  well  worth 
quoting  on  this  occasion. 

Dr.  John  W.  Baker,  associate  director 
of  the  Baptist  Joint  Committee  on  Pub- 
lic Affairs,  an  organization  representing 
the  Southern  Baptist  Convention,  the 
American  Baptist  Churches  In  the  U.S.A., 
the  Baptist  General  Conference,  Nation- 
al Baptist  Convention  of  American,  Na- 
tional Baptist  Convention  of  U.S.A.  Inc., 
North  American  Baptist  Conference, 
Progressive  National  Baptist  Convention, 
Inc.,  and  the  Seventh  Day  Baptist  Gen- 
eral Conference,  was  asked  if  the  bill 
"strengthens  rather  than  weakens  the 
American  family."  He  responded  by  stat- 
ing: "I  feel  strongly  that  it  does.  I  do  not 
see  any  merit  in  the  argument  that  I 
have  heard  to  the  contrary." 

Ruth  Gilbert,  of  the  board  of  Global 
Ministries,  United  Methodist  Churches, 
responded  to  the  same  question  by  stat- 
ing: 

I  think  that  the  arguments  (suggesting 
that  the  bill  would  somehow  weaken  fami- 
lies) Imply  some  form  of  coercion  which  I  do 
not  see  in  the  legislation.  Therefore,  I  would 
agTce  that  It  Is  a  matter  of  choice,  and 
therefore  strengthens  the  family. 

William  Tremitierer.  manager  of  chil- 
dren's programs  of  the  Tresslcr-Lutheran 
Service  Associates  responded  by  saying: 

I  think  the  bill  Is  supportive,  and  would 
provide  tremendous  resources  to  families. 

Rev.  Msgr.  Thomas  Reese,  director 
Catholic  Social  Services  in  Wilmington. 
Del.,  testifying  on  behalf  of  the  National 
Conference  of  Catholic  Charities,  replied: 

I  would  s.iy  that  It  would  seem  to  me  that 
a   person    who   would    think    that   the 
grams  would  weaken  the  fnml 
aware  of  the  facts  of  life. 

Mr.  President,  the  needs  for  the  child 
and  family  services  legislation  have  been 
well  documented  in  the  12  days  of  hear- 
ings we  have  held  in  the  past  year.  Forty 
percent  of  the  young  children  in  the 
United  States  have  not  been  immunized 
fully  against  childhood  diseases.  The 
infant  mortality  rate  in  this  country  is 
shockingly  and  unnecessarily  high — 
higher  than  that  of  13  other  nations. 
Almost  two-thirds  of  preschool  children 
with   handicaps   are   not  receiving   the 


special  services  they  need.  An  estimated 
200,000  children  arc  struck  each  year  by 
handicaps  that  could  have  been  pre- 
vented it  their  mothers  had  received  early 
health  care.  While  there  arc  almost  C 
million  preschool  children  whose  mothers 
nre  working,  there  are  only  1  million 
spaces  in  licensed  day  care  homes  and 
centers  to  serve  them. 

As  I  said  when  I  introduced  this  bill, 
none  of  the  provisions  in  it  is  etched  in 
stone.  Reasonable  people  can  and  do  dis- 
agree about  many  aspects  of  this  pro- 
posal How  much  funding  can  we  afford 
for  this  program  given  the  budget  deficit 
which  exists?  What  services  should  be 
offered,  and  how  can  they  be  adminis- 
tered effectively  and  efficiently?  What 
nre  the  appropriate  roles.  If  any,  for  pub- 
lic schools,  and  for  profitmaking  day  care 
programs  In  legislation  of  this  kind. 
These  arc  the  kinds  of  questions  the  Con- 
gress and  the  American  public  must  de- 
bate and  resolve  during  the  consideration 
of  a  proposal  of  this  kind.  They  arc  pre- 
cisely the  kinds  of  issues  that  the  sub- 
committee addressed  in  its  hearings,  and 
on  which  we  deliberately  invited  wit- 
nesses with  differirg  viewpoints. 

But,  issues  such  as  these  must  be  de- 
bated on  the  basis  of  facts,  not  fantasies. 
And,  decisions  about  them  and  the  pro- 
posal in  general  must  be  decided  on  the 
merits.  To  approach  this  issue  other- 
wise— especially  in  a  way  that  totally 
misrepresents  and  distorts  the  purposes 
and  provisions  of  the  legislation  under 
consideration — is  a  disservice  to  all 
Americans  concerned  about  families 
and  children. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  a  memorandum  responding  to  the 
specific,  inaccurate  charges  contained  in 
one  of  the  widely  distributed,  unsigned 
flyers  which  attacks  the  Child  and 
Family  Services  Act:  a  brief  summary  of 
the  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  pre- 
pared by  the  Subcommittee  on  Children 
and  Youth,  and  a  scction-by-scction 
analysis  of  the  child  and  family  services 
bill. 

Tli ere  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Memorandum:    Attacks    om    Child    and 
Family   Services  Bill 

1.  Unsigned  Flyers  entitled:  "Raising  Chil- 
dren— Government's  or  Parents  Right? 

ATTACK. 

"There  Is  before  Congress  legtslatlon  known 
as  the  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  of 
1975  (Senate:  S./-C26  and  House:  H.n.  2966). 
If  passed  It  would  take  the  responsibility  of 
the  parents  to  raise  their  children  and  give  It 
to  the  Government." 

FACT 

This  bill  would  in  no  way  take  the  re- 
sponsibility for  chUd  rearing  away  from 
parents.  All  programs  authorized  In  the  but 
(S.  626  and  H.R.  29C0,  Section  2(a)  (3)  )  "must 
build  upon  and  strengthen  the  role  of  the 
family  and  must  be  provided  on  a  voluntary 
basis  only  to  children  whoso  parents  or 
guardians  request  such  services."  In  addi- 
tion, any  practico  which  would  "infringe  or 
usurp  the  moral  and  legal  responsibilities  of 
parents  or  guardians"  Is  speclhcully  pro- 
hibited (Section  504(a) ). 
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ATTACK 

"Child  Advocacy  Clause.  In  the  Congres- 
sional Record  we  read:  'If,  In  the  Judgement 
of  those  who  are  In  charge  of  such  a  pro- 
gram (the  State  by  way  of  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education  and  Welfare),  parents  aro 
not  doing  a  good  Job,  the  advocato  (a  "spe- 
cialist" appointed  by  the  government)  would 
enter  the  home  and  direct  the  education,  even 
within  the  home.  And,  If  the  parent  would 
object,  the  authority  In  the  home  would. 
DeFacto,  be  transferred  to  these  advocated 
(sic)/" 

FACT 

Willie  this  materia!  may  have  appeared  In 
the  Congressional  Record  (although  an  ex- 
haustive Record  search  has  failed  to  dis- 
cover it) ,  it  is  categorically  false  to  contend 
that  :  (a)  such  language  appears  In  S.  620 
or  H.R.  29GG;  (b)  Euch  beliefs  are  held  or 
advocated  by  any  of  the  sponsors  of  8.  628 
or  H.R.  2906;  or  (c)  that  any  "child  Advocacy 
clause"  of  any  kind  appears  In  the  bill  (See 
"Special  Note  on  the  Congressional  Record" 
below). 

ATTACK 

"Charter  of  Children's  Rights  of  the  Na- 
tional Council  of  Civil  Liberties  Is  becom- 
ing a  part  of  thl3  Child  Development  Act." 

The  flyers  go  on  to  list  the  following  Items 
In  this  charter,  alleging  that  they  can  "be 
found  on  page  44138  of  the  Congressional 
Record": 

"(1)  All  Children  have  the  right  of  pro- 
tection from,  and  compensation  for  the  con- 
sequences of  any  Inadequacies  In  their  homes 
and  backgrounds.  (Note:  In  other  words, 
never  punish  your  child  because  he  may 
come  back  to  you  with  a  civil  suit.)" 

"12  i  Children  have  ihc  right  to  protection 
from  any  rxccs-slve  claims  made  on  them  by 
'.!irir  pnrehts  or  authority.  The  question  was 
asked,  by  way  of  example,  what  do  you  mean 
by  the  fact  'Excessive  claim",  and  the  ex- 
ample was  given,  "If  the  mother  or  father 
asked  the  child  to  take  the  garbage  out  and 
the  child  doesn't  want  to,  the  parents  have 
no  right  to  lnr-.ist  on  it."  " 

"(3)  Children  have  the  right  to- freedom 
from  religious  or  political  Indoctrination. 
That  means  that  yon  have  no  right  to  In- 
sist on  taking  them  to  church.  If  they  do 
not  wish  to  go.  That  also  means  they  have 
the  freedom  to  Insist  that  they"  be  taught 
nothing,  or  any  ideas,  about  God." 

"(4)  Children  shall  have  the  freedom  to 
make  complaints  about  teachers,  parents  and 
others  without  fear  of  reprisals.  This  speaks 
for  Itself." 

PACT 

No  such  language  or  "charter"  has  ever 
been  proposed,  included  or  even  considered 
for  the  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  or  any 
related  piece  of  legislation.  This  '.'charter" 
:cd  during  Senate  debate  on 
December  2.  1P71  on  the  Conference  Report 
on  the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  Act 
which  Included  child  care  provisions.  Sena- 
tor Carl  T.  Curtis  (R-Nchrnska) ,  an  opponent 
of  this  measure,  said.  'In  England,  child  de- 
velopment advocates  have  gone  ro  far  as  to 
draft  a  charier  of  children's  rights."  Curtis 
continued  by  rcadlntr  from  something  he 
called  the  Charter  of" Children's  Rights"  of 
"the  British  Advisory  Center  of  Education 
and  the  National  Council  for  Civil  Llher'lcs  " 
Thus,  these  so-ca'.lcd  "nrrhts".  never  in- 
cluded In  this  legislation,  and  were  never 
advocated  by  sponsors  of  this  legislation.  In 
fact,  the  "Council"  cited  is  not  even  an 
American  organization.  (See  "Special  Note 
on  the  Congressional  Record"  below). 

3.  626  and  H.R.  2900  specifically  state  In 
Section  604(a)  that  "Nothing  In"  this  Act 
shall  be  construed  or  applied  In  such  a  man- 
ner as  to  Infringe  upon  or  usurp  the  moral 
and  legal  rights  and  responsibilities  of  par- 


ents or  g-iardlans  with  respect  to  the  moral, 
mental,  emotional,  physical,  or  other  de- 
velopment of  their  children.  Nor  shall  any 
section  of  this  Act  be  construed  or  applied 
In  such  a  manner  as  to  permit  any  Invasion 
of  privacy  otherwise  protected  by  law,  or  to 
abridge  any  legal  remedies  for  any  such  In- 
vasion whloh  are  otherwise  provided  by  law." 

ATTACK 

"Can  the  Government  Take  Away  Tour 
Children''  Comprehensive  child  development, 
the  SOVIET-style  system  of  communal  child 
rearing  which  almost  became  law  In  this 
country  In  1971  Is  once  again  being  pushed 
through  Congress  The  current  bills  H  R. 
2906  (House  of  Representatives)  8.  C20  (Sen- 
ate), arc  virtually  Identical  to  the  original 
act  passed  in  1971.  but  fortunately  vetoed  bv 
the  then  president.  NLxon.  Now  It  Is  known 
as  the  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  of  1975 
and  any  changes  are  merely  cosmetic." 

"In  vetoing  the  original  bill  which  would 
have  removed  children  from  their  parents 
Instruction  shortly  after  birth,  Mr.  Nixon 
said  that  it  would  weaken  u^e  American 
family  by  committing  ''vast  moral  auhorlty 
of  the  national  government  to  the  side  of 
communal  approaches  to  child  rearing  over 
against  the  lurnlly  oriented  aproach.'  " 

"We  are  In  serious  danger  of  'SovletizLng' 
the  education  of  our  children  If  we  let  the 
Child  and  Family  Services  Act  cf  1075  pass. 
Those  who  support  this  Act  In  the  Congress 
are  convinced  that  It  will  "Sail  through  the 
House."  " 

FACT 

This  charge  Is  of  course,  absurd  and  Irre- 
sponsible. The  sponsors  of  the  bill  have 
carefully  drafted  It  to  protect  the  rights  of 
parents  and  their  children: 

First,  participation  in  the  program  is  com- 
pletely voluntary.  Chddren  cannot  partic- 
ipate without  the  specific  request  of  a  parent 
or  legal  guardian.  (Section  2(a)  (2)  and  Sec- 
tion 106(b) (1)) 

Second,  the  bill  prohibits  any  practice 
which  would  "infringe  upon  or  usurp  the 
moral  and  lc^'al  rights  and  responsibilities  of 
parents  or  guardians."  (Sectlcn  604(a)) 

Third,  a  child  cannot  be  tested  unlejs  the 
parent  or  guardian  Ls  Informed  and  given  the 
opportunity  to  exempt  the  child  from  test- 
ing. (Section  504(a)) 

Fourth,  unlike  the  public  school  program, 
the  child  and  family  services  programs  are 
totally  voluntary. 


"According  to  the  Congressional  Record, 
the  intent  of  the  bill  ls  for  the  government  to 
be  responsible  .  .  .  for  the  nutritional  In- 
terests of  your  child,  for  all  psychological  In- 
terests of  your  child." 

FACT 

This  statement  ls  totally  inaccurate  and 
Irrelevant  to  the  legislation. 

Tho  intent  of  the  bill  ls  (Section  2(b)) 
"to  provide  a  variety  of  quality  child  and 
family  services  in  order  to  a-sslst  parents 
who  request  such  services,  with  priority  to 
those  preschool  children. and  families  with 
the  greatest  need,  In  a  manner  designed  to 
strengthen  family  life  and  to  Insure  docl- 
slon-making  at  the  community  level,  with 
direct  participation  of  the  parents  of  the 
children  served  and  other  Individuals  and 
organizations  in  the  community  interested 
in  child  and  family  service  (making  the  best 
possible  use  of  public  and  private  resources). 
through  a  partnership  of  parents,  Slate  and 
local  government,  and  the  Inderal  Govern- 
ment, building  upon  the  experience  and 
success  of  lleuilstart  and  other  existing  pro- 
grams." (See  "Special  Noie  on  the  Congres- 
sional Record"  below) . 

In  fact,  the  bill  specifically  prohibits  any 
medical    or    psychological    examination    or 
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treatment  unless  a  child's  parent  or  guard- 
ian provides  written  permission.  (Section 
504(c)). 


"The  following  excerpts  are  taken  from  the 
Congressional  Record:  'What  Is  at  Issue  la 
whether  the  parent  shall  continue  to  have- 
tho  right  to  form  the  character  of  the  chil- 
dren or  whether  the  state,  with  all  Its  power 
and  magnitude,  shall  be  given  the  decisive 
tools  and  technique  for  forming  the  young 
lives  of  the  children  of  this  country.'  " 

"  'As  a  matter  of  the  child's  right,  the  gov- 
ernment shall  exert  control  over  the  fam- 
ily because  we  havo  recognized  that  tho 
child  Is  not  the  care  of  the  parents,  but  the 
care  of  the  state  (sic).  We  recognize  further 
that  not  parental,  but  communal  forms  of 
upbringing  have  an  unquestionable  su- 
periority over  all  other  forms.  Furthermore, 
there  Is  serious  question  that  maybe  wo  can- 
not trust  the  family  to  prepare  young  chil- 
dren In  this  country  for  this  new  kind  of 
world  which  is  emerging.'  " 

"This  all  smells  of  Communism.  This  Is 
what  in  fact  has  been  and  is  being  done  in 
Soviet  Russia.  This  Is  what  can  become  the 
law  of  our  land,  If  the  Child  and  Family 
Service  Act  of  1975  Is  passed  by  the  Con- 
gress. We  elected  this  Congress,  but  d6  we 
know  what  they  are  attempting  to  do  to  our 
freedoms  and  our  rights?" 

FACT 

These  citations.  If  they  did  In  fact  appear 
In  the  Congressional  Record,  are  diametri- 
cally opposed  to  the  purpose  and  Intent  of 
the  bill. 

First,  the  programs  are  completely  volun- 
tary. (Sect'lon  2(a)(2)  and  Section  106(b) 
(1)) 

Second,  the  precisely  stated  purpose  of  the 
legislation  is  to  "strengthen  family  life,"  not 
weaken  It.  (Section  2(b) ) 

Third,  the  program  is  to  be  operated  lo- 
cally, not  by  the  national  government.  (Sec- 
tion 1041 

Fourth,  the-  bill  contains  specific  prohibi- 
tions against  any  practice  infringing  on  the 
rights  and  responsibilities  of  parents.  Section 
604(a)) 

(See  "Special  Note  on  the  Congressional 
Record"  below) . 


Throughout  this  leaflet,  the  "Congres- 
sional Record"  Is  cited.  The  Congressional 
Record  has  the  ring  of  an  official  pronounce- 
ment to  It.  But,  anyone  who  has  ever  even 
glanced  at  the  Record  knows  that  It  contains 
not  only  the  debates  in  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives and  Senate  but  also  speeches  and 
material  6lmply  "Inserted"  Into  the  Record. 
Any  Member  of  Congress  has  the  right  to 
Insert  material  In  the  Record,  and  therefore, 
the  assertion  that  a  statement  Is  "according 
to  the  Congressional  Record"  Is  meaningless 
since  the  Record  Itself  makes  no  statement 
of  policy.  Policy  statements  are  made  by  the 
Members  of  Congress  quoted  in  the  Record. 

This  flyer  provides  a  good  example  of  the 
abuse  of  the  citation  of  the  Congressional 
Record.  Senator  Curtis  of  Nebraska  Included 
as  part  of  his  remarks  on  a  bill  considered 
by  Congress  In  1071  some  material  which  he 
attributed  to  an  organization  In  a  foreign 
country.  By  misleading  citation,  the  flyer 
Implies  that  this  material  appeared  in  the 
Congressional  Record  this  year  and  that  it 
represents  the  contents  of  the  bill.  The  bill's 
sponsors  had  never  before  seen  this  ma- 
terial. 

Child    and    Family    Services    Act 
(By  the  U.S.  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Chil- 
dren and  Youth) 

NEEDS 

The  Infant  mortality  rate  in  the  United 
States  is  higher  than  that  of  13  other  nations. 


Each  year  an  estimated  200,000  children 
are  struck  by  handicaps  which  could  have 
been  prevented  If  their  mothers  had  received 
early  health  care. 

Forty  percent  of  the  young  children  of  this 
country  are  not  fully  immunized  against 
childhood  diseases. 

Sixty-five  percent  of  all  handicapped  pre- 
school children  are  not  receiving  special  serv- 
ices. 

There  are  only  one  million  spaces  in  li- 
censed day  care  homes  und  centers  to  serve 
the  six  million  preschool  chiluien  whose 
mothers  are  working. 

PROPOSED      SERVICES 

The  bill  authorizes  funding  for  local  com- 
munities and  parent  organizations  to  choose 
among  a  wide  variety  of  child  and  fumlly 
services,  Including:  prenatal  health  care; 
medical  treatment  to  detect  and  remedy 
handicaps;  nutrition  assistance;  and  day  caro 
services  for  children  of  working  mothers.  The 
bill  does  7io£  provide  for  compulsory  pre- 
school education. 

PARENT      CONTROL 

Participation  In  all  programs  Is  totally 
voluntary,  and  limited  to  children  whoco 
parents  request  services. 

All  programs  would  be  selected,  established 
and  controlled  by  parents  whose  children 
participate. 

FAMILY      STRENGTHENING 

The  bill  states  that  "the  family  is  the  pri- 
mary and  most  fundamental  Influence  on 
children"  and  that  "child  and  family  service 
programs  must  build  upon  and  strengthen 
the  role  of  the  family". 

The  bill  has  been  specifically  endorsed  as 
family  strengthening  by  a  wide  range  of  clvlOj 
and  religious  organizations.  •   »   * 


Child    and    Family    Services    Act    of    1975. 
S.  G26 


Sr.CTION-DY-SF.CTION    ANALYSIS 

Section  1 
Section  2 

Statement  of  Findings  and  Purpose. — Finds 
that  "the  family  is  the  primary  and  most 
fundamental  Influence  on  children:  that 
child  and  family  services  must  build  upon 
and  strengthen  the  role  of  the  family  and 
must  be  provided  on  a  voluntary  basis  only 
to  children  whose  parents  request  them" 
with  priority  for  preschool  children  with  the 
greatest  economic  and  human  need;  that 
there  is  a  lack  of  adequate  child  and  family 
services;  and  that  there  Is  a  necessary  for 
planning  and  operation  of  programs  as  part- 
nership of  parents,  community,  state  and 
local  governments,  with  appropriate  federal 
supportive  assistance. 

Purpose  is  to  "provide  a  variety  of  quality 
child  and  family  services  In  order  to  assist 
parents  who  request  such  services,  with  pri- 
ority to  those  preschool  children  and  families 
with  the  greatest  economic  or  human  needs, 
In  a  manner  designed  to  strengthen  family 
life  and  to  Insure  decision-making  at  the 
community  level"  and  provide  decision-mak- 
ing with  direct  parent  participation  through 
a  partnership  of  parents,  State,  local  and 
Federal  government. 

Section  3 

Authorization  of  Appropriations. — Author- 
izes $150  million  for  fiscal  1976  and  $200  mil- 
lion for  FY  1977  for  training,  planning,  and 
technical  assistance  and  $500  million  in  FY 
1977  and  $1  billion  In  FY  1978  for  program 
operation.  Hcadstart  would  be  funded  under 
separate  authority,  and  its  funding  protected 
by  a  requirement  that  no  operational  funds 
could  be  appropriated  for  this  new  program 
unless  and  until  Headstart  is  funded  at  the 
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level    It    received    in    FY    1975    or    FY    1978, 
whichever  Is  higher. 
Forward  funding  la  authorized. 

TITLE   I CHILD  AND   FAMILT   SERVICES 

PEOCHMS 

Section  101 
Establishes  Office  of  Child  and  Family  Serv- 
ices In  HEW  to  assume  the  respcns.br.l- 
tles  or  the  OfRce  of  Child  Development  and 
serve  as  principal  agency  for  administration 
of  this  Act;  and  Child  and  Family  Services 
Coordinating  Council  with  representatives 
from  various  federal  agencies  to  assure  co- 
ordination of  federal  programs  In  the  field. 
Section  102 

Financial  Assistance. — Define  purposes  fcr 
which  federal  funds  can  be  used:  (1)  plan- 
ning and  developing  programs,  (2)  estab- 
lishing, maintaining,  and  operating  pro- 
grams. Including  part-day  or  full-day  child 
care  In  the  home.  In  group  homes,  or  In  other 
child  care  facilities;  other  specially  designed 
programs  such  as  after-school  programs; 
family  services.  Including  ln-homc  and  In- 
school  services;  Information  and  referral 
services  to  uld  families  In  selecting  child  and 
family  services;  prenatal  care:  programs  to 
meet  special  needs  of  minorities,  Indians, 
migrants  and  bilingual  children;  food  and 
nutrition  services;  diagnosis  of  handicaps  or 
barriers  to  full  participation  In  child  and 
family  services  programs:  special  services  for 
handicapped  children  within  regular  pro- 
grams: programs  to  extend  child  and  family 
service  gains.  Including  parent  participation. 
Into  the  elementary  schools;  (3)  rental,  reno- 
vation, acquisition,  or  construction  of  facu- 
lties. Including  mobile  facilities;  (4)  pre- 
service  and  tnservlec  training;  (5)  staff  and 
administrative  expenses  of  councils  and  com- 
mittees required  by  the  Act:  and  (G)  dissem- 
ination of  information  to  families. 
Section  103 

Allocation  o/  Funds. — Reserves  funds  pro- 
portionately for  migrant  and  Indian  children, 
not  less  than  10%  for  services  to  handicapped' 
children,  and  not  less  than  5M  fcr  monitor- 
ing and  enforcement  of  standards. 

Allocates  the  remainder  among  the  slates 
and  within  the  states.  507„  according  to  rela- 
tive number  of  economically  disadvantaged 
children,  25%  according  to  relative  number 
of  children  through  age  five,  and  25%  ac- 
cording to  relative  number  of  children  of 
working  mothers  and  single  parents. 

Allies  ime  of  up  to  o%  of  a  status  alloca- 
tion lor  special  state  programs  under  Section 
108. 

Section  104 
''       •    Sponsors. — States,    localities,    com- 
binations  of    localities   or   public   and   non- 
profit organizations  are  eligible   to  serve  as 
prime  sp< 

The  bills  current  provisions  cs'abl'.sh  per- 
formance criteria  for  prime  sponsor;  demon- 
strated interest  In  and  capability  c.t  running 
comprehensive  programs,  including  coordina- 
tion of  all  services  for  children  within  the 
prime  sponsorship  area:  assurances  of  non- 
federal share;  establishment  of  a  Child  and 
Services  Council  (CFSC)  to  admin- 
ister and  coordinate  pre 

Public  or  private  nonprofit  organizations 
can  serve  as  prime  sponsors  with  priority  on 
governmental  units.  Any  locality  or  combi- 
nation of  localities  which  submits  an  appli- 
cation meeting  the  performance  criteria  may 
be  designated  prime  sponsor  If  the  Secretary 
determines  It  lias  the  capacity  to  carry  out 
comprehensive  and  effective  programs.  The 
state  may  be  designated  prime  sponsor  for  all 
areas  where  lecal  prime  sponsors  do  not  ap- 
ply or  cannot  meet  the  performance  criteria, 
provided  that  the  state  meets  the  perform- 
ance  criteria  and   divides   Its   area   of  Juris- 


diction  Into   local    service   areas   with    local 
child  and  family  services  councils  which  ap- 
Lhe    relevant   portions   of   the   state's 
•l  contracts  for  operation  of  pr 
lie  local  service  areas. 

The  Secretary  may  fund  directly  an  In- 
dian tribe  to  carry  out  programs  on  a  reser- 
vation. He  may  also  fund  public  or  private 
nonprofit  agencies  to  operate  migrant  pro- 
grams, model  programs,  or  programs  where 
no  prime  sponsor  has  been  designated  or 
a  designated  prime  sponsor  Is  not 
meeting  certain  needs. 

Directs  the  Secretary  to  designate  an  alter- 
native  to  any  prime  sponsor  discriminating 
against  minority  group  children  or  econom- 
.  sadvantaged  children. 

vernor  to  com- 
ment on  prime  sponsorship  applications  and 
provides  appcrJ  procedure  for  applicants  who 
arc  disapproved. 

to  particularly  empha- 
size  that  as  the  bill  Is  considered  they  ln- 
the  testimony  of  representa- 
tives of  Federal,  State,  and  local  government, 
as  well  as  other  experts,  with  respect  to  the 
best  allocation  of  responsibility  among  vari- 
ous levels  of  government  which   will   Insure 
parental  Involvement,  local  diversity  to  rr.ee 
local    needs   and   appropriate    Stale    Involve- 
ment to  assure  coordination  and  maximum 
l  of  available  resources. 
Section  105 

Child  and  Family  Service  Councils —Sets 
forth  composition,  method  of  se.ectiou.  and 
functions  of  councils.  Hal/  of  members  must 
be  parer.ts,  selected  by  parents  of  cl 
served  by  programs  under  the  Act.  The  re- 
maining members  appointed  by  the  prime 
sponsor  in  consultation  with  parent  mem- 
bers, to  be  broadly  representative  of  the  gen- 
eral public,  including  representatives  of  prl- 
vato  agencies  in  the  prime  sponsorship  area 
operating  programs  of  child  and  family  serv- 
ices ar.d  at  least  one  specialist  In  child  and 
family  services.  At  least  cne-thlrd  of  the  total 
council  to  be  economically  disadvantaged. 

A  state  prime  sponsor  must  establish  coun- 
cils at  the  state  level  and  for  each  local  serv- 
ice area.  Parent  members  of  the  state  council 
to  be  selected  by  parent  members  of  local 
councils. 

Council  approves  goals,  policies,  action  and 
procedures  of  prime  sponsors,  including  plan- 
ning, personnel,  budgeting,  funding  of  proj- 
ects, and  monitoring  and  evaluation. 
Section  10G 

Child  and  Family  Service  Plans.— Requires 
that  prime  sponsor  submit  plan  before  re- 
ceiving funds.  Plan  must  "provide  that  pro- 
grams or  services  under  this  title  shall  be 
provided  only  for  children  whose  ; 
request  them";  identify  needs  and  purposes 
for  which  funds  will  be  used;  give  priority 
to  children  who  have  not  reached  six  years 
of  age;  reserve  G5  percent  of  the  funds  for 
economically  disadvantaged  children,  and 
priority  thereafter  to  children  of  single  par- 
ents and  working  mothers:  provide  free  serv- 
ices for  children  of  families  below  the  Bu- 
reau of  Labor  Statistics  lower  living  stand- 
ards budget  and  establish  a  sliding  fee  sehed- 
ulo  based  en  ability  to  pay  for  families  above 
that  Income  level:  include  to  the  extent  feasi- 
ble, children  from  a  range  of  socioeconomic 
backgrounds;  meet  the  special  needs  of  mi- 
nority group,  migrant,  and  bilingual  chil- 
dren; provide  for  direct  parent  participation 
in  programs,  including  employment  of  par- 
ents and  others  from  the  coi 
opportunity  fcr  career  advancement;  estab- 
lish procedures  for  approval  of  project  appll- 
is  with  priority  consideration  for  on- 
going programs  and  applications  submitted 
by  pub 

lions;    provide   for   cck  ih   other 

prime  sponsors  and  wlvh  other  child  care  and 
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related  programs  In  the  area;  provide  for 
monitoring  and  evaluation  to  assure  pro- 
grams meet  federal  standards;  where  pos- 
sible, supplement  funds  provided  by  this  Act 
with  ossistanco  from  other  sources. 

Requires  that  the  Governor,  all  local  edu- 
cation agencies.  Headstart  and  community 
action  agencies  have  the  opportunity  to  com- 
ment on  the  plan. 

Establishes  appeal  procedures  If  plans  are 
disapproved. 

Section  107 

Project  Applications. — Provides  for  grants 
from  prime  sponsor  to  public  or  private  or- 
ganizations to  carry  out  programs  under  the 
prime  sponsor  plan  pursuant  to  a  project 
application  approved  by  the  CSFC. 

The  project  applicant  must  establish  a  par- 
ent policy  committee  (PPC),  composed  of  at 
least  10  members  with  50%  parents  of  chil- 
dren served  by  the  project,  at  least  one  child 
care  specialist,  and  other  representatives  of 
the  community  approved  by  the  parent  mem- 
bers. The  PPC  must  participate  In  the  devel- 
opment of  project  applications  and  must  ap- 
prove basic  goals,  policies,  action  and  pro- 
cedures of  the  applicant.  Including  personnel, 
budgeting,  location  of  center,  and  evaluation 
of  projects. 

The  application  must:  provide  for  training 
and  administrative  expenses  of  the  PPC; 
guarantee  free  services  for  economic;  lly  dis- 
advantaged children  with  fees  according  to 
the  fee  schedule  for  other  children;  assure 
direct  participation  of  parents  and  other  fam- 
ily members,  Including  employment  opportu- 
nities; provide  for  dissemination  of  Informa- 
tion or.  the  project  to  parents  and  the  com- 
munltv;  and  provide  opportunities  for  the 
participation  of  children,  regardless  of  par- 
ticipation In  nonpublic  school  programs. 
Section  108 

Special  Grants  to  States.— Authorizes  spe- 
cial grants  to  the  slates,  on  approval  of  Sec- 
retary, to  establish  a  child  and  family  serv- 
ices information  program  to  assess  goals  and 
needs  In  state;  to  coordinate  all  state  child 
cr.re  and  related  services:  to  develop  and 
enforce  state  licensing  codes  for  child  cere 
facilities;  and  to  assist  public  and  private 
agencies  In  acquiring  or  improving  such 
facilities.  A  state  must  establish  a  Child  and 
Family  Services  Council  to  receive  a  special 
grant. 

Section  100 

Additional  Conditions  for  Programs  in- 
cluding Construction  cr  Acquisition — Allows 
federal  funding  for  construction  or  acquisi- 
tion only  where  no  alternatives  are  practi- 
cable, and  provides  federal  funding  for 
alteration,  remodeling,  and  renovation.  Pro- 
vides that  no  more  than  15%  of  a  prime 
sponsor's  funds  may  be  used  for  construc- 
tion: that  no  more  than  half  of  that  may 
bo  In  the  form  of  giants  rather  than  loans. 
limited  to  public  and  private  non-profit 
agencies,  organizations.,  and  institutions. 
Section  110 

Use  of  Public  Facihf.es  for  Child  and 
Family  Service  Programs.— Requires  that  fed- 
eral government  and  prime  sponsors  m^ife 
available  fir  child  and  family  service  pro- 
grams facilities  they  own  or  lease,  when  they 
are  not  fully  utilized  for  their  usual  purposes. 
Section  111 

Paymrnts—  Provides  100%  federal  share 
for  plar-r.lng  In  FY  1970.  00%  federal  share 
for  fiscal  1077  and  1970.  80%  for  subsequent 
fiscal  years.  Provides  100"  federal  share  for 
programs  for  migrants  and  Indians,  and 
allows  waiver  of  part  of  all  of  non-federal 
share  where  necessary  to  meet  needs  of 
economically  disadvantaged  children. 

Non-federal  share  may  be  In  cash  or  In 
kind.  Revenues  generated  by  fees  may  not 
be  used  as  non-federal  share  but  must  oe 
used  by  prime  sponsor  to  expand  programs. 


TITLI    II  — STANDARDS,    ENFORCE  MINT     AND 
EVALUATION 

Section  201 

Federal  Standards  for  Child  Care — Au- 
thorizes a  national  committee  on  federal 
standards,  with  one-half  parent  participa- 
tion, to  establish  standards  for  all  child 
care  services  programs  funded  by  this  or 
any  other  federal  act.  The  19C8  Interagency 
Day  Care  Requirements  would  continue  to 
apply  until  such  standards  are  promulgated, 
and  any  new  standards  must  be  consistent 
with  the  1'JG8  Requirements. 

The  Secretary  must  submit  the  proposed 
standards  for  approval  to  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  and  the 
House  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor. 
No  prime  sponsor  or  project  applicant  Is  al- 
lowed to  reduce  services  below  these  stand- 
ards 

Section  202 

Development  of  Uniform  Code  for  Facili- 
ties.— Requires  a  committee  to  develop  a 
uniform  minimum  code  dealing  with  health 
and  safety  of  children  and  applicable  to  all 
facilities  funded  by  this  Act. 
Section  203 

Program  Monitoring  and  Enforcement. — 
Requires  the  Secretiiry  through  The  Ofllce  of 
Child  and  Family  Services,  to  establish  an 
adequately  trained  stall  to  periodically 
monitor  programs  to  assure  compliance  with 
the  child  care  standards  and  other  require- 
ments of  the  Act. 

Section  204 

Withholding  of  Grants.— Provides  proce- 
dure for  withholding  of  funds  to  programs 
which  have  failed  to  comply  with  standards 
or  requirements  oi  the  Act 


Section  205 

Criteria  With  Respect  to  Fee  Schedule- 
Requires  Secretary  to  establish  criteria  for 
adoption  of  the  schedule  based  on  family 
size  and  ability  to  pay  with  considerations 
for  regional  dlirerenccs  of  the  cost  of  living. 
The  criteria  must  be  submitted  for  approval 
by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Labor  and  Pub- 
lic Welfare  and  the  House  Committee  on 
Education  and  Labor. 

Section  206 

Evaluation. — Requires  the  Secretary  to 
make  annual  evaluations  and  report  to  Con- 
gress on  federal  child  family  services  activi- 
ties. 

TITLE   III — RESEARCH   AND   DEMONSTRATIONS 
SCCtl'07l   301 

Research  and  Demonstration. — Authorizes 
child  and  family  services  research  and  re- 
quires that  the  O.Ticc  of  Child  and  Family 
Services  coordinate  rc-e?.rch  by  federal  agen- 
cies. 


Section  401 
Prcseriicc    and    Inscrvice    Training. — Pro- 
vides  for    training    of   personnel.    Including 
volunteers,    employed    In   programs    assisted 
under  this  Act. 

Section  402 
Technical  Assistance  and  Planning. — Pro- 
vides technlclal  assistance  to  child  and  fam- 
ily services  programs. 

TITLE  V — CENTRAL  PROVISIONS 

Section  501 

Definitions.— Defines  terms  used  In  the 
Act. 

Section  502 

Nutrition  Sen  ices.— Requires  that  proce- 
dures be  established  to  assure  adequate  nu- 
trition services  In  programs  under  the  Act, 
Including  use  of  Section  13  (special  food  serv- 
ice programs)  of  the  School  Lunch  Act  and 
the  Child  Nutrition  Act. 
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Section  503 

Special  Provisions. — Antl-discrlinlnatlon 
provisions,  Including  separate,  provlsons  on 
sex  discrimination.  Requires  that  programs 
meet  the  minimum  wage.  Prohibits  use  of 
funds  for  constructing,  operating,  or  main- 
taining facilities  for  sectarian  Instruction  of 
religious   workshop. 

Section  504 

Special  Prohibitions  and  Protections. — 
States  that  '■Nothing  In  this  Act  shall  be  con- 
strued or  appled  In  such  a  manner  as  to  In- 
fringe upon  or  usurp  the  moral  and  legal 
rights  and  responsibilities  of  parents  or 
guardians  with  respect  to  the  moral,  mental, 
emotional,  physical,  or  other  development  of 
their  children.  Nor  shall  any  section  of  this 


Act  be  construed  or  applied  In  such  a  man- 
ner as  to  permit  any  Invasion  of  privacy 
otherwise  protected  by  law.  or  to  abridge  any 
legal  remedies  for  any  such  invasion  which 
are  otherwise  provided  by  law." 

Section  505 
Public  Information.— Requires  that  all  ap- 
plications, plans,  and  written  material  per- 
taining   thereto    be    mode    available    to    the 
public  without  charge. 

Section  506 
Repeal  or  Amendment  of  Existing  Author- 
ity and  Coordination.  » 

Section  507 
Acceptance  of  Funds. 


VI.  STATEMENTS  OF  RELIGIOUS  ORGANIZATIONS 
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Congressional  Hecord 

./America  PROCEEDINGS  AND  DEBATES  OF  THE   94'*  CONGRESS,  FIRST  SESSION 


Vot-  121 WASHINGTON,  FRIDAY,  DECEMBER  12,  1975 


No.  184 


Senate 


INTERREIIGIOUS  STATEMENT  ON 
THE  CHILD  AND  FAMILY  SERV- 
ICES ACT 

Mr.  MONDALE.  Mr.  President,  as 
many  of  my  colleagues  are  aware,  the 
Child  and  Family  Services  Act  is  being 
subjected  to  an  outrageous  and  totally 
dishonest  propaganda  attack. 

As  I  pointed  out  in  my  speech  in  the 
Senate  on  November  19.  1975,  wild  and 
completely  false  allegations  are  being 
made  that  this  legislation  would  some- 
how give  children  the  legal  right  to  dis- 
obey their  parents;  somehow  prohibit 
parents  from  providing  religious  training 
to  their  children;  somehow  give  the  Gov- 
ernment authority  over  child  rearing;  and 
somehow  give  children  the  right  to  com- 
plain about  their  parents  and  teachers 
"without  fear  of  reprisal." 

These  allegations  are  absolutely  and 
completely  false.  There  is  not  a  shred  of 
truth  In  any  one  of  them.  If  there  were, 
neither  I  nor  any  Member  of  Congress, 
would  be  sponsoring  thi*  legislation. 

In  that  earlier  speech  rebutting  this 
attack,  which  appeared  on  pages  S20397 
through  S20401  of  the  November  13 
Record,  I  included  material  rebutting 
each  of  the  allegations  made  in  the  wide- 
ly circulated,  unsigned  flyer;  an  accurate 
summary  of  the  Child  and  Family  Serv- 
ices Act,  and  a  section-by-section  analy- 
sis of  the  legislation. 

Mr.  President,  today  I  would  like  to 
bring  to  the  attention  of  my  colleagues 
and  the  public,  an  lnterreligious  state- 
ment on  the  child  and  family  services 
bill.  ^^ 

This  statement,  signed  by  14  religious 
organizations  who  have  reviewed  this 
bill,  represents  a  thorough  and  objective 
rebuttal  of  these  outrageous  and  dis- 
honest attacks.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  this  lnterreligious  statement  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  and  I  commend 
it  to  the  attention  of  my  colleagues  and 
members  of  the  public. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state- 
ment was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


Inters  'gious  Statement  on  the  Child  and 
Family  Services  Bill 

In  December  of  1971  both  the  House  and 
the  Senate  passed  the  Comprehensive  Child 
Development  Act  of  1971.  Supported  by  a 
coalition  of  poverty  and  civil  rights  groups, 
labor  unions,  women's  groups,  churches,  edu- 
cators, and  community  and  citizens*  organi- 
zations, the  bill  would  have  amended  Title  V 
of  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act  "to  pro- 
vide every  child  (through  age  14)  with  a  fair 
and  full  opportunity  to  reach  his  full  po- 
tential by  establishing  and  expanding  com- 
prehensive child  development  programs." 
This  bill  was  vetoed  by  President  Nixon. 

In  February  of  1976,  Sen.  Mondale  (D- 
Mlnn.)  Introduced  a  very  similar  bill,  S.  626. 
The  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  of  1975. 
Rep.  Brademas  (D-Ind.)  introduced  a  com- 
panion bill  (HA  2966)  in  the  House.  This 
bill  would  establish  programs  of  part-day  and 
full -day  child  care,  prenatal  care,  special 
services  for  minority  group  children,  food 
and  nutrition  programs,  aid  for  handicapped 
children,  and  various  types  of  assistance  to 
families  with  special  needs. 

The  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  is  now 
under  attack  by  groups  and  Individuals 
charging  that  It  would  give  government  un- 
due authority  over  family  life.  In  fact,  some 
groups  have  charged  that  the  proposed  legis- 
lation would  make  the  "government  respons- 
ible for  .  .  .  the  religious  interests  of  your 
child,"  give  "children  the  right  to  protection 
from  any  excessive  claims  made  on  them  by 
their  parents,"  and  make  preschool  education 
"compulsory"  for  all  children  beginning  at 
age  three. 

These  charges  are  totally  Inaccurate.  There 
Is  nothing  In  this  legislation  that  relates  to 
religious  preferences  or  religious  Instruction; 
nothing  that  relates  to  or  alters  the  existing 
legal  relationship  between  parents  and  their 
children;  and  nothing  that  provides  for  com- 
pulsory preschool  education,  or  for  compul- 
sory service  of  any  kind. 

What  It  seeks  to  do,  Instead,  is  to  strength- 
en and  support  families  In  their  efforts  to 
provide  their  children — on  a  totally  volun- 
tary basis — with  the  basic  health,  education 
and  other  services  they  want  for  them  but 
too  often  cannot  afford.  Thus.  It  authorizes 
funding  for  a  variety  of  child  and  family 
services  Including  prenatal  health  care,  med- 
ical treatment  to  detect  and  remedy 
handicapping  conditions,  and  day  care  serv- 
Icce-:  for  children  of  working  parents. 

"lost  Importantly,  any  and  all  of  these 
programs  are  totally  voluntary,  and  limited 
to  children  whose  parents  request  the  serv- 
ices. Parent  control  is  further  assured  by  re- 
quirements that  all  programs  would  be  se- 
lected, established  and  controlled  by  parents 
whose  children  participate  In   them. 

A  careful  reading  of  the  bill  reveals  that 
It  will  support  families,  not  weaken  them. 
The  bill  states,  for  example,  that  the  "fam- 
ily Is  the  primary  and  most  fundamental  ln- 
chlldren"   and   that   "child   and 


family  service  programs  must  build  upon  and 
strengthen  the  role  of  the  family." 

The  need  for  legislation  of  this  kind  la 
clear.  The  Infant  mortality  rate  In  the  Unit- 
ed States  Is  higher  than  that  of  thirteen 
other  nations.  Each  year  an  estimated  300,- 
000  children  are  struck  by  handicaps  which 
could  have  been  prevented  If  their  mothers 
had  received  early  health  care.  Forty  per- 
cent of  the  young  children  of  this  country 
are  not  fully  Immunized  against  childhood 
diseases.  Slxty-flve  percent  of  all  handi- 
capped preschool  children  are  not  receiv- 
ing special  services.  There  are  only  one  mil- 
lion spaces  in  licensed  day  care  homes  and 
centers  to  serve  the  six  million  preschool 
children  whose  parents  are  working. 

Debate  over  legislative  proposals  such  as 
this  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  should 
be  based  on  the  facts,  and  decided  on  the 
merits.  To  do  otherwise — to  misrepresent  the 
purpose  and  provisions  of  the  legislation  un- 
der discussion — Is  a  disservice  to  all  Ameri- 
cans concerned  about  families  and  children. 

American  Jewish  Committee,  Ms.  Anne 
Wolfe.  Director,  8oclal  Welfare. 

Christian  Church  (Disciples  of  Christ). 
Disciples  Peace  Fellowship. 

Christian  Church  (Disciples  of  Christ), 
Department  of  Church  in  Society.  Division 
of  Homeland  Ministries. 

Church  of  the  Brethren,  Washington  Of- 
fice. 

Friends  Committee  on  National  Legisla- 
tion. 

National  Conference  of  Catholic  Charities. 

National  Council  of  Churches. 

Lutheran  Children's  and  Family  Services, 
St.  Louis,  Missouri. 

National  CouncU  of  Jewish  Women,  Mrs. 
Esther   B.   Lands,   National   Prestdent. 

Network. 

Synagogue  Council   of  America. 

United  Church  of  Christ,  Center  for  Social 
Action. 

United  Methodist  Church.  Women's  Di- 
vision. Board  of  Global  Ministries. 

United  Presbyterian  Church,  USA.,  Wash- 
ington Office. 
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ARCHDIOCESE  OF  SAINT  PAUL  AND  MINNEAPOLIS 

226  Summit  Avenue 
Saint  Paul,  Minnesota  55102 
Office  of  the  Archbishop 


December  15.   1975 


The  Honorable  Walter  F.  Mondale 
United  States  Senate 
Senate  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.    20510 

Dear  Senator  Mondale, 

The  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Minnesota  Catholic  Conference  met 
on  December  10  and  one  of  our  items  for  discussion  was  an  informa- 
tional item  concerning  your  Child  and  Family  Services  Bill. 

The  attacks  on  that  bill  are  dishonest  and  we,  as  the  Bishops  of 
Minnesota,  deplore  them. 

The  bill  would  fill  an  urgent  need  and,  at  least  as  we  read  it,  is 
very  careful  in  providing  proper  protection  for  the  rights  of  parents . 

If  this  letter  of  support  for  your  bill  can  be  used  to  its  advantage, 
we  want  to  raise  our  voices  in  support  of  it. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Most  Reverend  John  R.  Roach,  D.D. 
Archbishop  of  Saint  Paul  and  Minneapolis 
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MINNESOTA     ANNUAL     CONFERENCE 
THE     UNITED     METHODIST     CHURCH 

122    WEST    FRANKLIN    AVENUE 
MINNEAPOLIS.     MINNFSOTA     55404 

Rev.  Ray  loehlke,  L>!r.  of  Outreach 


For  Immediate  Release 

METHODIST  BISHOP  SPEAKS  FOR  CHILD  CARE  BILL 

Reacting  to  charges  made  against  Senator  Walter  Mond  ale's  Child  Care  Bill, 
V/ayne  K.  Clymer,  resident  Bishop  of  the  United  Methodist  Church  in  Minnesota, 
scys  "Vicious  attacks  upon  this  bill  are  ill  informed  and  dishonest.   There  may 
be  ways  of  amending  and  improving  the  bill,  but  as  it  now  stands  it  is  legis- 
lation needed  for  the  health  of  many  families  in  our  country." 

The  Bishop  commented  that  the  reading  of  the  Child  and  Family  Services  Act 
of  1375  (Senate  626)  leads  to  the  conclusion  that  it  is  "an  enlightened  approach 
to  families  in  need.  The  intent  of  the  legislation  is  to  strengthen  the  re- 
sources for  family  life  and  to  provide  help  for  families  in  special  need." 

"This  help,"  he  added,  "is  for  those  who  request  the  assistance  and  does 
not  legislate  for  families  who  do  not  wish  to  receive  assistance.  Careful  pro- 
vision is  made  to  protect  the  moral  and  religious  training  of  the  family  and  in 
no  way  removes  children  from  the  care  of  the  parents." 

Replying  to  a  question  regarding  the  unsigned  mailings  now  being  received 
by  churches  throughout  the  state,  the  Bishop  responded,  "I  hope  that  the  people 
of  our  churches  will  read  this  legislation  before  giving  credence  to  attacks 
upon  it.   I  would  especially  urge  members  to  read  Vol.  121,  Mo.  173  of  the 
Congressional  Record,  dated  November  If),  1975." 

Rather  than  opening  the  door  to  governmental  interference  within  the 

family,  Bishop  Clymer  finds  that  the  bill  "is  very  careful  to  provide  for  the 

protection  of  the  human  rights  of  all  persons  concerned." 

-  30  - 

BB:mo 
1/29/76 


34 


Office  of  Communications 
The  American  Lutheran  Church 

422  S  Fifth  Street  Jan.  24,  1976 

Minneapolis,  Minnesota  55415 

Herb  W.  David 
612/338-3821 
612/729-3838  (home) 


i      MImiEAPOLIS--Dr.  David  W.  Preus,  president  of  The  American  Lutheran 
Church,  said  here  today  that  he  found  nothing  alarming  in  Senator  Walter 
Mondale' s  child  care  bill  and  suggested  that  persons  expressing  opinions  on 
the  measure  should  be  fully  informed  concerning  its  provisions. 

After  studying  the  proposed  bill,  Dr.  Preus  said,  "This  is  important 
legislation  which  deserves  the  most  careful  hearing;  false  and  misleading 
information  could  handicap  its  consideration." 

The  bishop  of  the  2.4  million  member  denomination  added,  "Responsible 
citizenship  calls  for  thorough  examination  of  issues  rather  than  impetuous 
support  of  anonymous 'accusations." 

Dr.  Preus1  comments  were  prompted  by  unsupported  attacks  being  widely 
circulated  in  Minnesota  against  the  Mondale  bill  by  unidentified  persons  and/or 
organizations. 

30 

NOTE:  For  possible  use  with  your  report  of  the  Mondale  press  conference  today. 


VII.  LETTER  FROM  SENATORS  BARTLETT 
AND  MANSFIELD 
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JOHN  C.   STENNJ3.  MISS..  CHAIRMAN 

BTUAMT  SYMINGTON.   MO.  STROM  THURMOND.  S.C. 

HENRY  M.  JACKSON.  WASH.  JOHN  TO^ER.  TrX. 

HOWARD  W.  CANNON.  NEV.  BARRY/&UDWATER.  ARIZ. 

HARRY   r.   BYRD.   JR..   VA.  J^EUT  TAFT,   JR..  OHIO 

SAM  NUN.M.  GA.  6EWEY  F.  BARn.ETT.  OKLA. 
JOHN  C.  CULVER.  IOWA 
GARY  HAHT.  COLO. 

i.eahy.  VT.  COMMITTEE  ON  ARMLO  SERVICES 


mUxiieb  £>{<xiez  ^Dermic 


T.    EOWABD   BRASWELL,    JR..    CHIEF  COUNSEL   AND    STAFF    DIRECTOR 


Washington.  D.C.    20510 


November  20,  1975 


Senator  Walter  Mondale 
United  States  Senate 
Room  443  RSOB 
Washington,  D.C.  20510 

Dear  Walter: 

It  has  come  to  my  attention  that  some  mimeographed  materials 
relating  to  S.  626  have  been  circulating  in  Oklahoma,  and 
that  the  information  indicates  that  it  came  from  me  or  a 
member  of  my  staff. 

I  want  to  assure  you  that  neither  I  nor  a  member  of  my 

staff  had  anything  to  do  with  either  providing  or  distributing 

the  information. 

I  have  read  the  information  and  am  familiar  enough  with  the 
legislation  to  know  that  the  information  contained  in  the 
handout  is  misleading. 

I  personally  do  not  believe  that  legislation  should  be 
attacked  in  this  manner,  but  rather  debated  and  challenged 
in  an  open  forum. 

Sincerely, 


Dewey"  F.  Bartlet/ 
United  States  Senate 

0  K  I,  A  H  0  M  A 


DFB/dkl 
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MIKE  MANSFIELD 

MONTANA 


pttrteh  j£»tate&  jiettaie 

(Office  of  %  (iHajorttg  Juabex 
^asljtttgtim,  JJ.C     20510 

March   4,    1976 


Honorable  Walter  F.  Mondale 
United  States  Senate 
Washington,  D.  C.  20  510 

Dear  Senator  Mondale: 

I  am  writing  to  express  my  deep  concern  about 
the  nature  of  the  debate  which  has  arisen  over  your 
proposed  "Child  and  Family  Services  Act." 

Although  it  is  clear  that  the  legislation 
raises  a  number  of  points  of  legitimate  debate,  it  is 
distressing  to  see  that  its  opponents  have  instead  based 
their  opposition  on  a  collection  of  misrepresentations. 
I  know  that  you  and  the  other  supporters  of  the  bill  have 
been  working  hard  to  counteract  this  misinformation  by 
presenting  the  facts  to  interested  parties  and  organiza- 
tions.  I  just  want  you  to  know  that  I  do  not  approve  of 
misrepresentations  on  this  or  any  other  legitimate  legis- 
lative proposal. 

With  best  personal  wishes,  I  am 

Sincerely  yours, 


VIII.  SELECTED  ARTICLES  AND  OTHER 
RELEVANT  MATERIALS 
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Houston  Chronicle        November  9,   1975 


How  'Rights' 
Letter  Came 
To  Houston 


What  the  child  ant?  family  plan  really 
would  provide.  Sec.  1,  Page  6. 

BY  RICHARD  FLY 
,    Chronicle  Staff 

An  anonymous  letter  warned  that  a  bill 
pending  in  Congress  would  destroy  the 
American  family. 

The  letter  made  Us  way  from  a  revival 
meeting  in  Missouri  to  a  compost  and 
feed  company  in  Kansas  and  from  there 
to  a  Beeville  merchant  and  thence  to  a 
Houston  radio  station.  It  ended  up  in 
offices  of  more  than  50  school  superin- 
tendents in  the  Houston  area. 

In  the  fashion  of  a  chain  letter,  the 
unsigned  epistle  was  copied,  passed  along 
and  copied  again  as  people  reacted  with 
alarm  to  the  claims  in  the  letter  that  the 
Child  and  Family  Service  Act  of  1975 
would  destroy  family  structure  and  make 
children  wards  of  the  state. 

The  actual  legislation  bears  little 
resemblance  to  the  bill  described  in  the 
letter.  But  few  of  the  letter's  recipients 
questioned  whether  it  was  true  before 
passing  the  letter  along. 

The  letter  arrived  in  Houston  about 
four  weeks  ago.  It  was  first  publicized  by 
KTRH  radio  personality  Dewey  Compton, 
who  read  the  letter  on  his  program  and 
asked  listeners  to  write  their  congress- 
men opposing  the  bill. 

Compton  said  his  office  distributed 
about  200  copies  of  the  letter  at  the 
request  of  listeners. 

One  of  those  listeners  was  a  Galveston 
County  school  administrator,  who  passed 
the  letter  along  to  the  Region  IV  Educa- 
tion Service  Center,  an  office  of  the 
Texas  Education  Agency,  in  Houston. 

The  center's  director.  T  S.  Hancock. 
was  alarmed  by  the  letter,  he  said,  and 
sent  it  to  the  more  than  50  school  district 
.superintendents  in  the  region. 

In  a  note  attached  to  the  letter,  he 
raid:  'I  urge  that  you  take  the  tunc  to 
read  the  attached  information.  I  believe 
it  has  frightening  implications  to  our 
American  way  of  life." 

At  least  one  superintendent.  Dr  ('  Lee 
Meyer  of  the   Pasadena  school  district. 

(See  HOW,  Page  6) 


How  'Children's  Rights' 
Letter  Reached  Houston 


«S2SBE» 

then  passed   thr  letter  along  to  the  dis- 
trict's personnel. 

The  majority  of  the  statements  in  the 
letter  are  excerpted  from  the  Congres- 
sional Record  a  daily  chronicle  of 
proceedings  >n  Congress. 

However.  Phil  Mosclev.  a  press  aide  to 
1  s  Rep  Hill  Archer  of  Houston,  re- 
si-uchetl  Ihe  contents  nf  the  letter.  He 
said  niobi  ui  Hie  statements  are  taken  out 
of  context  and  tied  together  in  such  a 
w.t\  as  to  distort  their  meaning. 

The  .statements  are  taken  from  the 
record  of  debate  en  Dec  2.  1971.  At  that 
lime.  Congress  was  debating  a  similar, 
hut  stronger,  bill  than  the  one  now  before 
them 

Moseley  pointed  to  several  inaccuracies 
and  distortions  in  the  letter. 

One  part  of  the  letter  mentioned  a 
"Charter  of  Children's  Rights."  Proposed 
Itrmi  in  this  charter  were: 

"All  children  have  the  right  of  protec- 
tion from  and  compensation  for  the 
consequence  of  any  inadequacies  in  their 
homes  and  backgrounds." 

■  Children  have  the  right  to  protection 
from  any  excessive  claims  made  on  them 
bv  their  parents  or  authority." 

'Children  shall  have  the  freedom  to 
make  complaints  about  teachers,  parents 
and  other  without  fear  of  reprisals." 

The  charter  was  referred  to  by  Sen. 
Carl  T.  Curtis.  R-Neb  ,  during  debate  on 
Dec  2.  1971,  as  an  example  of  how  far 
the  legislation  could  go  in  its  interpreta- 
tion The  charter.  Curtis  said,  was 
recommended  in  England  by  an  educa- 
tion advisory  commission  and  was  the 
product  of  ihe  English  National  Council 
of  Civil  Liberties. 

The  letter  did  not  mention  that  the 
"charier"  originated  in  England  among  a 
nrouo  ui  Socialists,  was  not  part  of 
English  law  and  was  not  planned  for 
inclusion  in  Congress's  legislation 

In  addition  Moseley  said,  three  para- 
graphs as  Hie  end  of  the  letter,  purport- 
ed- from  the  Congressional  Record. 
actually  are  a  compilation  of  statements 
trnin  debate  on  the  legislation,  an  unre- 
lated article  on  education  and  child 
raising  in  the  Soviet  Union  and  other 
material  apparently  added  by  the  letter's 
unknown  author. 

One  sentence  from  this  portion  of  the 
letter  said 

As  a  matter  of  the  child's  right,  the 
ecvernment  shall  exert  control  over  Hie 
family  because  we  have  reco«miz?d  that 
the  child  is  not  the  care  of  the  parents 
but  Ihe  care  nf  the  state  " 

Thai  sentence  is  from  the  article  on  the 
Soviet  Union. 

I'm  Ihe  letter  made  its  way  from 
Kansas  lo  Houston  is  a  saga  of  happen- 
slances 

k  nf  Ihe  Region  'V  center, 
received  a  copy  of  ihe  letter  from  an 
ml  Tom  Pate  Pale  received  the 
letter  from  Dr  Hcnrv  Willis,  assistant 
tendenl  ol  Ihe  Santa  Ee  school 
districl  in  Galveston  County,  who  receiv- 
ed a  cope  from  Compton. 

copy  fmm  Jack 
n  a  Beeville  resideni  whose  agri- 
:  sponsor  of 
n's  ratlin  urogram  \legason  re- 
Ihe  letter  from  Geuige  Seaeat.  a 
:    retailer  in  Ashland.   Kan  .   who 


:";ived  it  from  a  friend. 
Seacat's  friend  picked  up  the  letter  in 
He  Dodge  Gity  Office  Supply  Co..  Dodge 
City,  Kan. 

The  letters  arrived  in  the  store  from  an 
unknown  source,  the  company's  manager 
said. 

Here  there  is  a  gap  which  picks  back 
up  at  Radio  Station  in  KMAN  in  Manhat- 
tan. Kan 

Tie  press  director  of  the  Kansas  Farm 
Bureau,  a  conservative  lobby  group, 
based  one  of  his  KMAN  radio  programs 
on  the  family  service  legislation  He 
interviewed  a  farmer.  Richard  Bayshor, 
who  had  heard  a  broadcast  on  Radio 
Station  KERM  in  Wichita,  Kan  ,  opposing 
the  bill  and  referring  to  statements  made 
in  the  letter. 

KERM  did  its  broadcast  on  the  basis  of 
a  note  to  the  editor  clipped  from  the 
Salina,  Kan..  Journal. 

The  note,  written  by  David  and  Karen 
Smith,  was  based  on  the  letter. 

Smith  received  the  letter  from  Richard 
Burson,  retired  director  of  the  Kansas 
Bible  Camp  near  Hutchinson. 

Burson  was  the  source  of  the  letter 
which  reached  Houston  and  many  other 
parts  of  the  country. 

"I  only  put  out  a  thousand  of  them," 
Burson  "said,  "and  I'm  surprised  now  far 
they've  scattered." 

He  said  he  compiled  his  one-page  letter 
from  a  three-page  pamphlet  he  received 
from  his  brother-in-law's  sister.  She  re- 
ceived the  pamphlet  at  a  revival  in 
Missouri. 

He  rewrote  the  letter  to  make  it  shorter 
and  tone  down  the  'screaming"  lan- 
guage, Burson  said. 

Burson's  letter  appears  to  be  the  one 
which  has  circulated  the  farthest  and  had 
the  largest  effect. 

He  said  he  stopped  distributing  the 
letter  abr.ut  a  week  after  he  started.  He 
did  so.  he  said,  because  he  found  out  the 
letter  was  misleading. 

"I  think  that  many  people  who  read 
this  and  seem  to  think  that  the  Congres- 
sional Record  account  that  is  presented 
is  ihe  bill.  But  it  isn't  the  bill.  It  is 
simply  a  discussion  of  the  bill  by  people 
who  were  opposed  to  it,"  he  said. 

He  also  said  people  would  be  led  to 
believe  the  statements  in  the  letter  refer- 
red to  the  1975  bill  Actually,  he  said,  it 
refers  to  the  1971  legislation. 

Burson  said  he  is  "sort  of  sorry"  he 
distributed  the  letter,  because  he  has 
since  received  batter  information  about 
the  bill  from  Sen.  Robert  Dole,  R-Kan., 
which  he  plans  to  distribute. 

But  the  effects  of  the  letter  cannot  so 
easily  be  dispersed. 

Congressmen  are  receiving  a  large 
number  of  letters  and  phone  calls  about 
the  legislation. 

Hearings  on  the  bill  in  the  House 
subcommittee  on  education  ended  July 
16  No  action  has  been  taken  on  it.  so  it 
appears  doubtful  that  it  will  get  out  of 
committee  before  the  end  of  the  year. 
But  the  letters  keep  coming. 
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Pago  6.  Section  1   +  +  +  +      HOUSTON  CHRONICLE  Sunday.  November  9.  1975 

What  the  Child  and  Family 
Plan  Really  Would  Provide 


BY  JUDY  WIESSLER 
Chronicle  Washington  Bureau 

Washington  —  Until  a  few  weeks  ago, 
the  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  of 
1975  was  just  another  of  the  hundreds  of 
bills  with  popular-sounding  titles  and 
steep  price  tags  languishing  in  congres- 
sional subcommittees 

Then,  with  a  speed  and  intensity  that 
neither  congressional  opponents  nor 
proponents  profess  to  fully  understand, 
the  bjll  became  the  subject  of  torrents  of 
mail  to  members  of  Congress.  Most  of  it 
was  oegative  and  based  on  false  impres- 
sions of  what  the  legislators  would  do. 

Sponsored  bv  Sen.  Walter  F.  Mondale. 
D-Mian..  and  John  Brademas,  D-Ind.,  the 
bill  is  controversial  in  its  own  right. 

But  not  because  it  would  take  children 
away  from  their  parents,  put  them  in 
communes,  allow  them  to  organize  labor 
unions  or  sue  t^eir  parents  if  tbey  were 
forced  to  go  to  Sunday  school  or  mow  the 
lawn. 

Sucii  allegations,  circulated  broadly 
and  Anonymously,  are  seen  bv  both  sides 
as  a-  threat  to  the  prospect  of  serious 
debate  on  the  real  issue  of  whether  thf> 
federal  government  should  invest  mil- 
lions iof  dollars  in  a  broad,  new  social 
program. 

Even  opponents  of  the  bill,  like  Rep. 
Bob«Gasey.  D-Houston,  are  uncomfort- 
able with  some  of  the  propaganda.  Casey 
is  against  the  bill  because  he  thinks  "it 
costs  too  much  snd  the  federal  govern- 
ment shouldn't  be  setting  up  day  care 
centers  across  the  country."  an  aide 
said.  But  he  added  that  many  constitu- 
ents are  writing  letters  based  on 
information  that  is  "inflammatory  and 
completely  false." 

What  the  bill  actually  proposes  is 
expenditure  of  $150  million  next  year, 
increasing  to  $1  billion  in  1978.  for  a  wide 
range  of  programs,  including  day  care 
and  health  services,  for  children  and.  in 
some  cases,  their  parents. 

Priority  would  be  given  to  services  for 
children  under  6,  to  needy  families,  fami- 
lies with  working  mothers  and  minorities. 

Although  the  programs  would  be  most- 
ly funded  by  the  federal  government, 
they  would  be  operated  on  the  local  level 
by  governing  boards  on  which  parents  of 
participating  children  could  make  up  at 
least  half  the  membership. 

Children  would  not  be  allowed  to  par- 
ticipate in  any  of  the  programs  unless 
their  parents  or  legal  guardians  specifi- 
cally requested  that  they  do  so.  The  bill 
prohibits  any  practice  which  would  "in- 
fringe upon  "or  usurp  the  moral  arid  legal 
responsibilities  of  parents  or  guardians." 

Parental  permission  would  be  required 
for  any  research  or  experimentation  or 
medical  or  psvchological  examination  in- 
volving a  child. 

The  bill  would  establish  a  new  Office  of 
Child  and  Familv  Services  within  the 
Department  of  Healtb.  Education  and 
Welfare  to  coordinate  the  local  programs 

Units  of  local  government,  such  as 
cities  and  counties,  would  apply  to  HEW 
10  become  "sponsors"  cf  the  programs 
and  would  set  up  the  local  governing 
boards  with  parent  representatives. 

The  local  boards  would  decide  what 
kinds  of  programs  are  needed  in  their 
areas,  choosing  from  a  long  list  of  the 
kinds  of  services  authorized. 


These  include  day  care,  educational 
programs  before  and  after  school  and  in 
the  summer,  family  counseling,  prenatal 
and  post-partum  medical  care  to  mothers 
who  cannot  afford  to  pay,  special  help 
such  a<  bilingual  tutoring  for  minorities 
and  migrants  and  aclhities  geared  to 
physically,  mentally  or  emotionally  hand- 
icapped children. 

The  bill  requires  that  information  be 
disseminated  regularly  to  parents  about 
available  activities,  that  parents  be  con- 
sulted regularly  on  each  child's  develop- 
ment and  that  parents  be  allowed  to 
"observe  and  participate  in  their  chil- 
dren's activities." 

Provisions  of  the  bill  have  been  suffi- 
ciently appealing  to  attract  29  cosponsors 
in  the  Senate  and  94  in  the  House 
including  Reps.  Barbara  Jordan,  D-Hous- 
ton,  and  Henry  B.  Gonzalez,  D-San  An- 
tonio. 

But  there  is  considerable  skepticism, 
shared  privately  by  some  proponents, 
that  the  bill  will  become  law  unless  it  is 
scaled  down  dramatically. 

Sponsors  assume  President  Ford  would 
veto  such  an  expensive  measure  and 
acknowledge  it  could  be  difficult  to  mus- 
ter the  two-thirds  vote  necessary  for  an 
override,  especially  in  the  Senate. 

A  verv  similar  Mondale-Brademas  bill 
was  killed  in  1971  when  Congress  failed 
to  override  a  veto  by  then-President 
Richard  Nixon,  who  called  the  earlier  bill 
"family  weakening." 

However,  sponsors  have  a  list  of  more 
than  80  groups  which  they  say  have  en- 
dorsed the  measure  as  "familv  strength- 
ening." Those  include  the  National  Par- 
ent-Teachers Association.  National  Edu- 
cational Association.  National  Association 
of  School  Boards,  AFL-CIO,  American 
Association  of  University  Women,  Girl 
Scouts  of  America,  Boys  Clubs  of  Ameri- 
ca, Salvation  Army  and  National  League 
of  Cities. 

Religious  groups  supporting  the  bill 
include  the  United  Methodist  Church, 
Baptist  groups.  Church  of  God.  United 
Church  of  Christ.  Episcopal  Church, 
American  Lutheran  Church  and  B'nai 
B'rith. 
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Misleading  Charges 
gainst  Child  Care  Act 


By  Robert  P.  Sigman 
An  Editorial  Writer 

The  handwritten  letter,  attached  to  an  article  that  had 
been  clipped  from  an  area  newspaper,  expressed  appre- 
hension and  not  a  little  indignation.  After  all,  a  story  with 
a  headline,  "Child  Raising... A  Task  for  Parents  or  Gov- 
ernment?" holds  ample  potential  for  provocation.  The 
concern,  a  reading  of  the  letter  and  the  story  revealed, 
centered  on  the  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  of  1975, 
legislation  now  before  Congress. 

Information  about  this  act  should  be  spread,  the  writer 
insisted,  "and  your  paper  should  be  urging  people  to  write 
letters  about  it."  The  tone  of  the  letter  is  captured  in  this 
passage: 

"I  don't  want  the  government  ruling  my  life  any  more 
man  U  already  does  and  certainly  not  telling  me  how  to 
raise  my  children.  It  is  nothing  but  communism  no  matter 
how  you  look  at  it  and  whoever  thought  it  up  and  is  work- 
ing for  its  passage  should  be  tried  for  treason." 

The  writer  of  the  letter,  a  Grandview  woman,  admon- 
ished the  media  to  sound  the  warning.  "It  seems  to  me  the 
newspapers  and  other  news  sources  aid  and  abet  this 
practice  (passage  of  legislation  without  sufficient  public 
exposure)  by  not  printing  information  about  such  things 
for  those  who  will  be  affected  by  it." 

Fair  enough.  If  the  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  of 
1875  has  provisions  described  in  the  story  mailed  to  The 
Star,  there  is  good  cause  for  wide  discussion.  The  article 
in  the  area  newspaper  states  flatly,  for  example,  that  a  set 
of  children's  rights  are  included  in  the  act.  "They  can  be 
found  on  page  44133  of  the  Congressional  Record,"  states 
the  story  with  an  inflection  of  documentation. 

mese  children's  rights  cover  compensation  for  the 
consequences  of  inadequacies  in  the  homes  and  back- 
grounds of  children;  protection  from  excessive  claims 
made  on  them  by  their  parents  or  authority;  freedom 
from  religious  or  political  indoctrination  and  the  right  to 
complain  about  teachers  and  parents  without  fear  of  re- 
prisal.       ,...:     ;,-.  --gt 


Editorial  Notebook 


serts,  "the  intent  of  this  bill  is  for  the  government  to  be 
responsible. ..for  the  nutritional  interests  of  your  child, 
and  for  all  psychological  interests  of  your  child." 

An  "excerpt"  purported  by  the  article  to  be  from  the 
Congressional  Record  states  that  "as  a  matter  of  the 
child's  right,  the  government  shall  exert  control  over  the 
family  because  we  have  recognized  that  the  child  is  not 
the  care  of  the  parents  but  the  care  of  the  state." 

The  writer  of  the  article  concludes,  based  on  the  cita- 
tions in  the  Congressional  Record,  that  the  Child  and 
Family  Services  Act  would  lead  to  a  "SOVIET-style  sys- 
tem on  communal  child  rearing  which  almost  became  law 
;n  this  country  in  1971  (and)  is  once  again  being  pushed 
through  Congress."  The  1971  proposal  was  vetoed  by  Pres- 
ident Nixon. 

Whether  you  favor  or  oppose  children's  rights  and  gov- 
ernment-sponsored child  care  programs,  this  legislation 
pending  in  both  houses  of  Congress  is  of  interest.  So  we 
obtained  copies  of  H.R.  2966  and  S.  626  (bills 
designated  the  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  of  1975) 
from  the  office  of  Rep.  Richard  Boiling  (D-Mo.).  We  read 
them.  None  of  the  information  in  the  newspaper  article 
jumped  immediately  to  the  eye.  Must  have  read  too  fast. 
We  read  the  house  bill,  a  71-page  document,  again.  Slowly 
and  carefully. 

Funny  thing.  The  language  in  the  area  newspaper  arti- 
cle wasn't  there. 

A  telephone  call  was  placed  to  the  Washington  office  of 
Rep.  John  Brademas  (D-Ind.).  sponsor  of  the  House  bill. 
Frank  Sullivan,  an  aide  who  has  been  handling  inquiries 
on  the  1975  act.  was  asked  a  series  of  questions.  Could  it  be 
there  had  been  a  mistaken  identification  of  the  bill?  Of 
that  the  measure  had  been  amenued  or  another  intro- 


'  According  to  the  Congressional  Record,"  the  story  as-        duced  in  its  pifce?  Sullivan  replied  in  the  negative  jin  all 
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counts.  What  then,  of  the  claims  that  the  children's  rights 
provisions  are  in  the  Brademas  legislation  (as  well  as  in 
the  Senate  bill  sponsored  by  Sen.  Walter  Mondale  of  Min- 
nesota)? 

The  answers  to  this  and  other  questions  about  this  issue 
should  be  of  interest  to  persons  who  have  seen  articles  or 
fliers  with  the  child  advocacy  charges,  and  to  supporters 
of  the  1975  legislation.  Either  by  design  or  ignorance,  the 
assertions  range  from  extremely  misleading  to  untrue. 
Unsuspecting  readers  are  being  duped. 

Of  course  there  is  no  question  about  the  children's  rights 
provisions  appearing  in  the  Congressional  Record.  They 
were  placed  there  by  Sen.  Carl  Curtis  (R-Neb.)  in  1971 
while  he  was  opposing  a  child  development  act  in  floor 
debate.  Curtis  observed  that  supporters  of  children's 
rights  in  England  had  drafted  a  charter.  He  then  read  into 
the  Record  the  "Charter  of  Children's  Rights  of  the  Brit- 
ish Advisory  Center  of  Education  and  the  National  Council 
for  Civil  Liberties." 

Thus  the  statement  in  the  newspaper  article  that  the 
Children's  Rights  Charter  is  "becoming  a  part  of  the  Child 
Development  Act  (of  1975)"  is  untrue.  The  excerpt  from 
the  Congressional  Record  was  based  on  opposition  to  the 
1971  child  care  bill.  Its  use  in  the  newspaper  article  seems 
designed  to  mislead  the  reader. 

The  repeated  references  to  the  Congressional  Record, 
seemingly  as  though  it  is  an  unquestioned  authority  and 
reflects  official  policy,  prompt  at  least  a  fleeting  look  at 
the  Record's  function.  As  one  national  official  has  com- 
mented, the  Record  "has  the  ring  of  an  official  pronounce- 
ment to  it."  Some  readers  are  aware,  however,  that  in 
addition  to  giving  an  account  of  floor  debate  in  both  houses 
of  Congress  and  o'.her  congressional  matters,  it  is  a  repos- 
itory for  anything  that  lawmakers  see  fit  to  insert  in  it. 
But  publication  of  material  in  the  Congressional  Record 
does  not  assure  accuracy  or  fairness  or  objectivity.  In- 
deed on  occasion  the  insertions  are  highly  subjective  and 
biased.  Certainly  the  general  contents  of  the  Record,  ir 
and  of  themselves,  cannot  be  considered  governmental 
policy. 

This  is  not  understood  by*some  citizens.  In  another  let- 


ter sent  to  The  Star  (along  with  a  clipping  of  the  same 
article  from  the  area  newspaper),  the  signers  say:  "We 
assume  the  article  is  true  because  Congressional  Record 
pages,  numbers,  etc.,  are  listed."  That  is  a  misguided 
assumption. 

The  origin  of  the  information  in  the  newspaper  article 
has  not  surfaced.  Rather  widely  circulated  fliers  with  the 
same  material  bear  no  identification.  Much  of  the  distrib- 
ution has  been  in  the  Middle  West,  Sullivan  reports.  These 
misstatements  have  been  published  verbatim  in  some 
newspapers  and  broadcast— and  even  elaborated  on-^- 
without  an  investigation  on  the  source  or  accuracy  of  the 
matter. 

If  the  1975  legislation  is  not  what  the  leaflets  and  the 
area  newspaper  article  contend,  what  is  it?  A  major  pur- 
pose,  explains  Brademas,  is  to  arrange  day  care  service* 
"so  that  working  mothers  and  welfare  mothers  can  be 
sure,  while  they  are  on  the  job  or  are  looking  for  work,  of 
adequate  care  for  their  children."  A  second  objective  Is  to 
help  detect  physical  and  mental  handicaps  in  chil^en  at 
an  early  age.  The  over-all  goal  is  to  build  t  ..  Tid 
strengthen  the  role  of  the  family,  sponsors  point  out.  They 
note  that  participation  is  on  a  voluntary  basis. 

Nothing  here  should  be  interpreted  as  an  ^  lorsement 
of  this  legislation,  however.  It  must  be  weighed  on  its 
merits  in  the  legislative  chambers.  Part  of  this  procedure 
necessarily  brings  into  play  public  reaction,  ^nd  to  partic- 
ipate fully  and  effectively  citizens  need  accurate,  unbi- 
ased information.  The  newspaper  article  and  the  fliers 
spread  false  impressions  and  in  the  process  make  it  diffi- 
cult for  representatives  to  vote  for  the  family  services  act 
for  fear  of  reprisal,  however  misguided.  This  is  a  prime 
example  of  incorrect  and  misleading  statements  being 
used  to  cloud  an  issue.  It  is  hardly  a  unique  technique  but 
nonetheless  does  a  gross  disservice  co  our  political  and 
governmental  process. 

In  this  case,  as  in  many,  impetus  by  citizens  has  touched 
off  a  search  for  the  truth.  We  at  The  Star  are  grateful  that 
these  citizens  made  the  effort  to  sound  the  call.  We  are 
also  pleased  that  we  could  play  a  role  in  clearing  the  air  on 
a  very  important  issue. 
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Have  you  seen  a  circular  warning  you 
that  the  federal  government  is  plotting  to 
take  away  your  children  if  you  insist  that 
they  take  out  the  garbage? 

The  bills  which  the  circular  asserts  con- 
tain this  alleged  plot  are  H.R.  2966  and  S. 
626,  the  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  of 
1975.  These  bills,  which  are  almost  identi- 
cal, are  currently  pending  in  House  and 
Senate  subcommittees,  but  the  allegations 
contained  in  the  circulars  are  false  and  mis- 
leading. 

The  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  of 
1975  is  actually  designed  to  help  both  chil- 
dren and  parents — particularly  those  pa- 
rents who  are  working  or  cannot,  for  a  va- 
riety of  reasons,  adequately  care  for  their 
children  during  working  hours.  It  provides 
for  full-time  or  part-time  child  care  pro- 
grams, before  and  after  school  as  well  as 
summer  programs,  education  and  consulta- 
tion for  parents,  prenatal  medical  care  for 
mothers  who  cannot  afford  it  to  help  pro- 
tect the  unborn  child,  food  and  nutritional 
services  for  poor  children,  treatment  of 
medical  and  psychological  problems  of 
children  if  their  parents  request  such 
treatment,  and  help  for  children  with  hand- 
icaps or  special  learning  disabilities. 

The  fact  that  Congress  is  even  consider- 
ing this  Act  has  generated  a  wave  of  un- 
usual protest — unusual  in  that  most  of  it 
seems  to  be  the  result  of  unsigned  circulars 
which  have  been  widely  distributed  by 
churches  and  individuals.  These  circulars, 
often  headed  "Rearing  Children  by  the 
Government  or  by  Parents,"  contain  a  wel- 


ter of  inflammatory  misinformation  and  un- 
truth. 

Several  versions  of  the  circular  assert 
that  the  office  of  Senator  Dewey  Bartlett 
(R-Okla.)  has  issued  the  information  in  the 
circular.  Another  version  links  a  member 
of  Senator  Bartlett's  staff  to  a  proposed  let- 
ter writing  campaign  against  the  Act. 
Senator  Bartlett's  office  denies  that  it  has 
had  anything  to  do  with  the  circular  or  let- 
ter writing  campaign.  That  office  rejects 
the  circular  as  a  misleading  document. 

Senator  Walter  Mondale  (D-Minn.),  the 
chairman  of  the  Senate  subcommittee  han- 
dling the  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  in 
a  speech  on  the  Senate  floor  (Congres- 
sional Record,  November  19,  1975,  pp. 
S20397— S20401),  stated  that  the  Act  is 
".  .  .being  subjected  to  one  of  the  most 
distorted  and  dishonest  attacks  I  have  wit- 
nessed in  my  15  years  of  public  service." 

Mondale  went  on  to  speak  of  the  allega- 
tions in  the  circulars  and  about  the  circu- 
lars themselves.  "These  allegations  are 
absolutely  and  completely  false.  There  is 
not  a  shred  of  truth  in  any  one  of  them.  If 
there  were,  neither  I  nor  any  Member  of 
Congress  would  be  sponsoring  this  legisla- 
tion. .  .  .  Yet  mimeographed  materials 
being  circulated  .  .  .  allege  that  the  so- 
called  'children's  rights'  quoted  [on  the 
Senate  floor  in  1971  from  a  British]  docu- 
ment are  'becoming  part  of  the  Child  and 
Family  Services  Act.  That  allegation  is  to- 
tally false,  and  I  believe  that  the  individu- 
als or  organizations  making  the  allegation 
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Child  Services 

(Continued  from  page  1) 
know  it  is  false.  I  say  that  because  the 
materials  containing  these  allegations  are 
unsigned — a  clear  and  significant  sign  that 
the  organizations  or  individuals  circulating 
these  allegations  know  that  they  cannot  de- 
fend or  document  them." 

Some  falsehoods  attributed  to  the  Act 
are  that  parents  who  are  not  doing  a  good 
job  will  have  their  children  taken  away 
from  them,  that  parents  cannot  teach  their 
children  about  God,  that  a  Charter  of  Chil- 
dren's Rights  is  being  added  to  the  Act, 
and  that  parents  would  lose  the  right  to 
form  their  children's  characters.  To  set  the 
record  straight  and  to  refute  the  above  un- 
truths the  following  facts  about  the  Act  are 
given: 

1 .  The  Act,  instead  of  taking  child  rear- 
ing away  from  parents,  clearly  states 
that  ".  .  .child  and  family  service 
programs  must  build  upon  and 
strengthen  the  role  of  the  family  and 
must  be  provided  on  a  voluntary 
basis  only  to  children  whose  parents 
or  legal  guardians  request  such  serv- 
ices, with  a  view  toward  offering 
families  the  options  they  believe  to 
be  most  appropriate  for  their  particu- 
lar needs. " 

2.  There  is  no  ""Child  Advocacy 
Clause"  nor  is  there  a  'Charter  of 
Children's  Rights"  anywhere  in  the 
bill  and  neither  of  them  will  be  add- 
ed. The  ""Charter  of  Children's 
Rights"  was  developed  years  ago  by 
the  unofficial  British  Advisory  Cen- 
ter of  Education  but  was  never  even 
seriously  proposed  in  England. 
Senator  Carl  Curtis  (R-Neb.)  read  a 
portion  of  this  British  group's  pro- 
posal into  the  Congressional  Record 
in  a  Senate  debate  on  another  child 
services  bill  on  December  2,  1971. 
The  text  is  found  on  p.  44138  of  the 
Record.  However,  that  material  was 
not  a  part  of  the  1 97 1  bill  and  is  not  a 
part  of  the  present  Act. 

3.  The  Act  specifically  prohibits  any 
practice  which  would  ".  .  .infringe 
upon  or  usurp  the  moral  and  legal 
rights  and  responsibilities  of  parents 
or  guardians  with  respect  to  the 
moral,  mental,  emotional,  physical, 
or  other  development  of  their  chil- 
dren." 

4.  The  Act  prohibits  any  medical  or 
psychological  examination  or  treat- 


ment unless  the  parent  or  guardian 
provides  written  permission. 

5.  The  privacy  of  families  is  protected 
by  the  provision  that  no  ".  .  .section 
of  this  Act  be  construed  or  applied  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  permit  any  inva- 
sion of  privacy  otherwise  protected 
by  law,  or  to  abridge  any  legal  rem- 
edies for  any  such  invasion  which  are 
otherwise  provided  by  law. 
The   statements   of  fact   given   above 
should  not  be  interpreted  to  mean  that  the 
Act  is  free  of  potential  church-state  prob- 
lems. The  Baptist  Joint  Committee  on  Pub- 
lic Affairs  gave  testimony  on  the  Act  be- 
fore a  joint  House-Senate  committee  last 
spring.  In  that  testimony  it  was  pointed  out 
that   the   inclusion   of  religious   organiza- 
tions as  possible  operators  of  some  child 
care  programs  would  raise  the  problem  of 
using  public  funds  for  what  might  be  reli- 
gious education  and  indoctrination. 

In  summary,  close  examination  of  the 
current  bills  simply  makes  it  obvious  that 
the  allegations  in  the  circulars  now  flood- 
ing the  country  are  a  "parade  of  imaginary 
horribles."  If  one  is  to  oppose  this  Act  it 
should  be  done  on  the  basis  of  informed 
judgment  and  not  on  the  basis  of  a  circular 
made  up  of  patent  untruths  and  wild  distor- 
tions. 
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Ifl         [iecUon  1        Chicaflo  Tribune, 

DEB  Nation  la.-g-T'T 

Leaflet  clouds 
care  bill 


By  Arthur  Sidcion 


Chicago  Tritons  rr»ts  Sft.\e 

WASHINGTON— Thousands    of     p.irrnls. 


incoil 


tliat  Congress  i<;  about  to  usurp  their  right  to  near  and 
educate  Ihcir  children,  have  flooded  congressional  of- 
fices with  protests.  Calls  and  letters  to  House  nnd 
Senate  offices  allege  that  a  child  care  bill  now  before 
Congress  would  take  children  from  their  parents  and 
even  force  them  to  live  in  government-run  communes. 

"The^e  allegations  are,  of  course,  not  only  outra- 
geous falsehoods— they  are  downright  silly,"  said  Rep. 
John  Brademas  [D.,  Ind.],  a  sponsor  of  the  bill. 

The  source  of  the  controversy  is  a  widely-distributed 
leaflet— unsigned— attacking  the  Child  and  Family 
Service  Bill.  The  bill,  now  buried  in  House  and  Senate 
subcommittees,  would  establish  day  care  centers  and 
other  services  for  children  of  working  mothers. 

THE  CHARGES  in  the  leaflet  have  been  so  widely 

accepted  that  newspapers  and  television  stations  in 
Indiana,  Michigan,  and  Kansas  used  the  leaflet  as  the 
basis  for  editorials  attacking  the  bill. 

A  Texas  state  education  official  duplicated  the  leaflet 
and  distributed  it  to  school  superintendents  with  a 
notation  that  the  bill  "has  frightening  implications  to 
our  American  way  of  life." 

Because  the  leaflet  is  unsigned,  neither  Brademas 
nor  Sen.  Walter  Mondale  [D.,  Minn.],  the  bill's  Senate 
sponsor,  know  who's  responsible  for  it. 

\  BRADEMAS  AIDE   said  the   leaflet  lias  probably 

been  duplicated  by  recipients  and  sent  on  to  friends  in 
a  chain  letter  fashion.  "We  also  know  the  leaflets  have 
been  sent  to  conservative  churches  and  other  groups, 
which  have  distributed  it  to  their  memberships." 

The  American  Conservative  Union,  which  opposes 
the  bill,  said  it  has  an  idea  where  the  leaflet  originated 
—but  wouldn't  say. 

"We  certainly  don't  approve  of  the  leaflet,"  said  an 
ACU  spokesman.  "We're  very  much  opposed  to  that 
bill,  but  when  you  get  this  "kind  of  attack  it  draws 
attention  from  the  real  problems  in  the  bill. 

To  support  allegations  that  the  bill  would  "Sovietize" 
the  education  of  children,  the  leaflet  quotes  extensively 
from  the  Congressional  Record— mostly  from  a  speech 
by  Sen.  Carl  Curtis  (R.,  Neb.]  during  debate  on  a  simi- 
lar bill  in  1971.  The  bill  passed  Congress  but  was 
vetoed  by  President  Xixon. 

IN  HIS  REMARKS,  Curtis  quoted  from  n  British 
"Charter  of  Children's  Rights."  which  the  anonymous 
leaflet  implied  was  the  heart  of  the  bill,, 

Those  rights,  as  quoted  in  the  leaflet,  include  "pro- 
tection from,  and  compensation  for  the  consequences 
of  any  inadequacies  in  their  homes  and  backgrounds 
protection  from  any  excessive  claims  made  on 
them  by  their  parents  or  authority  .  .  .  freedom  from 
religious  or  political  indoctrination. 

"What  is  at  issue  is  whether  the  parent  shall  contin- 
ue to  have  the  right  to  form  the  character  of  the 
children  or  whether  the  state,  with  all  its  power  and 
magnitude,  shall  be  given  the  decisive  tools  and  techni- 
que for  forming  the  young  lives  of  the  children  of  this 
country,"  the  leaflet  said. 

Both  Brademas  and  Mondale  emphasized  that  noth- 
ing in  the  bill  would  alter  the  "existing  legal  relation- 
ship between  parents  and  children"  or  provide  for 
"compulsory  service  of  any  kind."  Also,  they  said,  the 
bill  makes  no  mention  of  religious  preferences  or  in- 
struction. 
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[From    the  Union   Advocate,    December   8,    197Sl 


Conservative  propaganda  cfrniprfgr.  hits  ch?-irm'$  di  prop- 


WASHINGTON  _  (PAK 
—  Years  of  effort  u>  enact 
fedwuLy-funded  prcfjraiT.*. 
Lo  moot  lonR-fiegledfKi 
r.ced3  of  cwWren  sr>d  lo 
strengthen  fi;fr,-'!y  We  are  tfl 
danger  of  b«Lri^  3Wi,ir.pcv!  by 
co/iivrvjttiv*     propaganda. 

Mora  than  "  thousand 
tetters  have  pottred  into 
congressional  offices 
coordinated  effort  to  block 
Ui»  prised  Child  and 
PimfiyServtcwActcflSTa. 

"Iho  drive  bca  d-jvelopad 
such  momentum  in  nicer? 
weeks  Wat  Senator  Walter 
P.  Mondalo  tDFUHton.). 
the  chief  innate  sponsor, 
was  moved  to  bounce  H  a  I 
"a  vicious  nsd  U:ts!!y 
Inaccurate  propaganda 
campaign." 

Mondale  s*W  hU  bill,  co- 
sponsored  by  23  other 
Senator*,  a"d  *  House 
version  s-jonJ^d  by  Raft, 
John  UraV.«nas  <D.  Intf.i 
and  nearly  160  other 
reprotunumves  arc  the 
uir;<ct  of  "on*  of  the  most 
distorted  srd  dishonest 
attacks"  hi;  Una  ever  seen, 

MondL'!<-<  in^It'  a  pob)t*by» 
pc.nl  rebuttal  0*  the  rrwre 
IrresponslWa  chargjj  ^  :j!0 
Cengresston*'  Record 
November  19. 

"Wild  end  completely 
false  ni;8tfutiv»ns  *re  !>:b.j; 
mude,"  Mond«to  *to.!d,  "thai 
.1:  ,  legislation  would 
somehow  ylve  children  the 
is  ;, :  right  to  d!*abey  their 
!».'i:nU;  sume'.vow-  prohibit  ■ 
parenta  from  Providing 
rtUgloui  training  to  tfctj. 
children;  gwr>ehc\r  j>iV8  il'.a 
government  authority  cwsr 
child  rearing  s^-d  v-Tne-ww 
give  child  th*  right  to 
i-omptain     about     their 


parents     and     toucher* 

'without  fear  of  reprelsiil.' 

'  '  "  .si  allegations  arc 

absolutely  and  cw/ip'.s'.e'y 

false,"  M^misla  ilcclnred. 

at  a  ihrsd  of 

truth  In  any  <sm  of  them." 

Mandela      >aid       the 

alle  cations  in  the  warned 

.  :;andu  are  derived 

from     a     "Charter     of 

r§»*«  Rights"  —  e 

lied   5n 

Great  Britain  and  ctmd  by 

»r  Barl  T.  Oaths  [R.« 

■■■.\-.-  du  .-•    Senate  debate 

in   IS7I.  One  Item  in  the 

charier  says  that  children 

have   the  right  tc   raa  rt 

ultra    claims"    by 

parent  —  such  aa  beU''g 

ordered   to   take  out   the 

garbage. 

To  combat  t?w  distortions. 

Mandate  restated  the  < 

far  ths  Child  and  Family 

Services  Art: 

"Forty  par  cent  of  the 

enMrw.teUHi  United 

hays  not  been  im- 

munited    fully     against 

childhood  iSiaeaaaa.   The 

Wifani  a»ortttlity  rata  bi  this 

couittry  (j  ehockbiglf  una 

lanncceeaertly  high  —  til«lw 

tnan    thai    of    U    other 

Mhona. 

•Ai;iKt5t  two  .  thirds  of 

c-ci  children  with. 

jntiicspi  arc  not  rt/relv- 

infi  the  special  services 

they  naed.   An   cstLmaU'rf 

230,000  chlldpen  ore  ttruck 

Mich    year   by    handicaps 

that  c:-;id  have  bean  pr'c- 

'  their  inoiiv-rs  had 

.'  early  h-os'th  care. 

1  ere  ore  ahn«st 

*!x     mlUbn     pre-schaol 

cWWren  wlwae  rt^oilM:r3  are 

working,  there  ate  only  one 

million  spnees  in  llcewad 

dayeara  ):ct>»i  »nd  centara 

to  Kt'.r  ihem." 


Maadala  listed  the  key 
reposed 
pr<  l  rn:  lotaliy  voluntary 
jM.-cxvi3  to  heabh,  cc'.ucalion 
arvl  rhildcore  s-ervlcos;  pro* 
natal  dire  and  early 
•ereeninfl  to  d«t«ct  and 
remei  i  har.- 
children;  nutrition 
asafetance;  daycare  For 
children  o!  wo 
mothers, 

He  Btreasad  that  the  bill 
exp'::c:i?y   recegnbea   thut 
"t::o  lamilj 
.ami  most  Rind  mt  ■' 
lluan,- 

progrania  "n  . 
«^i<i  streftgtlwn  Chi  i  i 

The  Child  unri  P 
Services  Act,  Li  Its  cc 
and   in    many   detail^ 

a'.rcr;:.'/     ...   - 

religious     groups 
aasociatlonj   .'  educal 
social      workers 
podintrte 

Basic  trenda  under 
brood   report.    !n    - 
csre,  it  Ea  rccognfiC- 
early  detecUsn  and 
mr.nt  cart  prevent handioaisa 
and  tlwit  prober  notrft.'cn  is 
essential  to  mental  ai  well 
.  bIcb!  growfit.  fn  ed> 
cualion,  raaaai  rii  has  shown 
that  much  of  a  child's 
knowledge  Is  &huped  it 

he  can  be  \» 

-  'Mi. 

changing  role   or 
women  !t*s  poliiled  up  (he 
ares  I    need   lor   c 
u^rycarafaciUil    . 

!  child*" 
rearing  aye  range  of ! ! 

.  tKo  labor  force  In 
large  members  autce  I860. 
WhBs  ihla  is  pariiy  :'• 


rising       divorce       and 
many 

ysjirs  heva  chojrfn  tc  p 

r.zre/  •  i   while 

1  klalug  chlidren,- 

la     t'.rM     the     child 

dsvelopnnent     progrur^. 

I  ronffrcav  rb  par     ' 

! 

I    i 

■ 

■ 
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- 
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■  : ccare 

: 

a 

■ 

3  : 


50 


18-THf  NEW  PMUE  TIMES -Thur*doy,  Dec.  11,  1975 


Unsigned  circular  is  replete 

with  falsehoods  and  misrepresentations 


Customarily  when  an  anonymous  letter  is  re- 
ceived at  The  Times,  it  is  consigned  forthwith 
to  the  round  file,  with  or  without  reading.  That 
is    standard    practice    in    newspaper    offices. 

However,  an  unsigned  mimeographed  flyer 
came  to  our  attention  recently  which  is  being 
widely  circulated  throughout  the  country  and 
which  calls  for  refutation  and  repudiation.  The 
mimeographed  circular  bears  no  name,  no 
address  and  no  source  of  identification.  That  in 
itself  is  reprehensible,  and  lacking  in  courage  of 
conviction.  It  is  wholly  a  collection  of  mis- 
representations and  downright  falsehoods. 

The  anonymous  flyer  castigates  the  proposed 
Child  and  Family  Services  Act  of  1975  alleging, 
in  brief,  that  this  legislation  would  deprive 
parents  of  parental  direction  and  control  of 
their  children  and  Sovietize  the  youngsters  in 
some  kind  of  communal  system. 

In  a  speech  delivered  before  the  United  States 
Senate  on  November  19,  Senator  Walter  F. 
Mondale  of  Minnesota,  one  of  the  sponsors  of 
the  bill  in  Congress,  declared: 

"Contrary  to  these  unsigned  allegations,  the 
child  and  family  legislation  contains  nothing 
that  changes  or  affects  the  legal  relationship 
between'  parents  and  their  children.  Instead,  it 
Simply  offers  to  families- -on  a  totally  volun- 
teer basis- -access  to  health,  education  and 
child  care  services  which  they  want  for  their 
children  but  often  cannot  afford.  It  offers 
prenatal  health  care  and  early  medical 
screening  and  treatment  to  detect  and  rectify 
handicapping  conditions,  and  day  care  for  child- 


ren of  working  mothers,  and  the  bill  specifically 
limits  eligibility  for  these  services  to  "children 
whose  parents  or  guardians  request  such  ser- 
vices"- -S   626    section   2    1/2  section  106  (b). 

"In  addition,  this  legislation  is  deliberately 
and  carefully  designed  to  provide  parental 
control  of  any  services  offered.  Thus,  the 
bill  requires  that  all  programs  funded  would  be 
selected,  established  and  controlled  by  the 
parents  of  the  children  participating  in  them". 

In  the  Congressional  Record  of  that  day, 
Senator  Mondale  categorically  listed  and  refuted 
each  and  every  one  of  the  allegations 
made  in  the  anonymous  circular,  with  citations 
from  the  wording  of  the  Child  and  Family 
Services  Act. 

Anyone  who  has  known  and  watched  Fritz 
Mondale 's  career  from  his  early  activities  in 
public  affairs,  through  bis  service  as  Minnesota 
attorney  general  and  now  to  a  United  States 
Senatorship  knows  full  well  that  he  could  not  be 
a  party  to  any  such  program  as  the  anonymous 
circular  falsifies.  The  people  of  Minnesota 
have  demonstrated  their  confidence  and  trust 
in  Walter  F.  Mondale  by  overwhelming  majori- 
ties at  each  election  in  which  his  name  has 
appeared  on  the  ballot. 

It  is  truly  regrettable  that  able,  honest  and 
conscientious  public  servants  who  co-sponsored 
the  Child  and  Family '  Services  Act  in  tile 
Congress  must  be  subjected  to  such  unfair, 
anonymous  misrepresentation, --but  it  appears 
that  is  the  burden  which  we  place  upon  them. 
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6A    Sun, Dec. 28, 1975      ST. LOUIS  POST- DISPATCH 


Children 


■  FROM  PAGE  ONE 

Brademas  bill.  The  charter  originated  in 
Britain,  purportedly  as  a  proposal  by  a 
Socialist  group,  but  it  is  not  part  of 
British  law.  The  National  Council  of 
Civil  Liberties  is  a  British  group.  Mon- 
dale  knows  of  no  such  organization  in 
the  United  States. 

Purportedly  quoting  from  Page  44138 
of  the  Congressional  Record,  the  anony- 
mous statement  says  that  the  charter 
would  give  children  the  right  to  be 
protected  from  and  compensated  for 
"any  inadequacies  in  their  home  and 
background,"  and  the  right  to  be  pro- 
tected from  "any  excessive  claims  made 
on  them  by  their  parents  or  authority." 

"The  question  was  asked  by  way  of 
example,  'What  do  you  mean  by  the  fact 
excessive  claim?  (sic)'  "  The  statement 
says.  "The  example  was  given,  'If  the 
mother  or  father  asked  the  child  to  take 
the  garbage  out  and  the  child  doesn't 
want  to,  the  parents  have  no  right  to 
insist  upon  it'." 

The  anonymous  statement  notes  that 
the  charter  would  give  children  "the 
right  to  freedom  from  religious  or 
political  indoctrination."  This  means, 
the  statement  says,  that  "parents  could 
not  insist  on  children  attending  church 
or  Sunday  School  or  synagogue." 

"It  also  means,"  the  statement  says, 
that  "the  parent  could  be  reported  to 
authorities  for  expressing  himself  in  his 
own  home  before  his  children  regarding 
politics  and  religion  . .  .*' 

Another  provision  of  the  charter,  the 
statement  said,  would  give  children  the 
right  "to  make  complaints  about  teach- 
ers, parents  and  others  without  fear  of 
reprisals." 

The  Congressional  Record  is  cited  as 
the  source  for  this  further  statement 
about  the  bill:  "As  a  matter  of  the 
child's  right,  the  Government  shall  exert 
control  over  the  family,  because  we 
have  recognized  that  the  child  is  not  the 
care  of  the  parents  but  the  care  of  the 
state." 

This  statement  was  taken  from  an 
article  on  child-rearing  and  education  in 
Russia. 

Mondale  said  there  were  quotations 
from  the  British  proposal  put  into  the 
Congressional  Record  in  1971  by  Senator 
Carl  T.  Curtis  (Rep.),  Nebraska,  in  a 
Senate  debate  on  an  antipoverty  bill  that 
included  child-care  provisions.  In  Brit- 
ain, Curtis  said,  "child  development 
advocates  have  gone  so  far  as  to  draft  a 
charter  of  children's  rights." 

Congressional  staff  members  working 
on  the  Mondale-Brademas  b;  1  said 


much  of  the  mail  opposing  the  bill  was 
postmarked  from  Texas  and  Oklahoma. 

Richard  Fly,  a  reporter  for  the  Hous- 
ton Chronicle,  traced  one  version  of  the 
anonymous  letter  through  a  chain  of 
persons  in  Texas  and  then  to  Richard 
Burson,  retired  director  of  the  Kansas 
Bible  Camp  near  Hutchinson,  Kan. 
Burson  told  the  reporter  that  he  reprint- 
ed about  1000  copies  of  the  letter  and 
was  "surprised  how  far  they've  scat- 
tered." He  said  he  got  the  letter  from 
his  brother-in-law's  sister,  who  received 
it  at  a  revival  meeting  in  Missouri. 

Burson  told  the  reporter  that  he 
stopped  distributing  the  letter  when  he 
found  that  the  information  in  it  was 
misleading. 

"I  think  that  many  people  who  read 
this  .  .  .  seem  to  think  that  the 
Congressional  Record  account  ...  is  the 
bill,"  Burson  was  quoted  as  saying. 
"But  it  isn't  the  bill.  It  is  simply  a 
discussion  of  the  bill  by  people  who  were 
opposed  to  it." 

A  Post-Dispatch  reporter  who  called 
the  Kansas  Bible  Camp  to  talk  to  Burson 
was  told  that  Burson  was  in  the  inten- 
sive care  unit  of  a  Hutchinson  hospital 
and  unable  to  receive  telephone  calls. 


The  Mondale-Brademas  bill  would 
authorize  $150,000,000  in  federal  funds  in 
the  current  fiscal  year  for  several  child- 
care  and  family  assistance  programs, 
including  day  care  for  children  of 
working  mothers,  prenatal  care,  food 
and  nutritional  assistance  and  special 
aid  for  handicapped  children. 

The  amount  of  money  authorized  by 
the  bill  would  increase  in  stages  to  1 
billion  dollars  in  fiscal  1978.  The  bill, 
still  in  subcommittee,  is  given  no  chance 
of  approval  in  view  of  President  Gerald 
R.  Ford's  opposition  to  large  new 
spending  programs.  Congressional  staff 
members  said  efforts  were  under  way  to 
write  a  less  costly  version  that  might 
gain  enough  support  to  override  a 
presidential  veto. 

Under  the  bill,  priority  in  receiving 
federal  assistance  would  be  given  to. 
economically  disadvantaged  families 
with  children  under  6  years  of  age. 
Participation  would  be  voluntary,  and 
children  could  not  receive  assistance 
without  a  specific  request  from  a  parent 
or  guardian. 

The  assistance  programs  would  be 
operated  by  state  or  local  agencies  or  by 
combinations  of  public  and  private 
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groups.  Although  federally  financed,  the 
programs  would  be  administered  by 
local  councils,  half  of  whose  members 
would  have  to  be  persons  selected  by 
parents  of  disadvantaged  children  re- 
ceiving aid. 

"This  legislation  is  deliberately  and 
carefully  designed  to  provide  parent 
control  of  any  services  offered,''  Mon- 
dale  said.  "Thus  the  bill  requires  that  all 
programs  funded  would  be  selected, 
established  and  controlled  by  the  par- 
ents of  the  children  participating  in 
them. 

"Contrary  to  these  unsigned  allega- 
tions, the  child  and  family  services 
legislation  contains  nothing  that  changes 
or  affects  the  legal  relationship  between 
parents  and  their  children.  Instead,  it 
simply  offers  to  families  —  on  a  totally 
voluntary  basis  —  access  to  health, 
education  and  child-care  services  which 
they  want  for  their  children  but  often 
cannot  afford." 

In  a  statement  deploring  the  attacks 
on  the  bill,  16  religious  organizations 
said  that  "a  careful  reading  of  the  bill 
reveals  that  it  will  support  families,  not 
weaken  them.  There  is  nothing  in  this 
legislation  that  relates  to  religious  pref- 


erences or  religious  instruction." 

Among  the  organizations  supporting 
the  bill,  in  addition  to  the  Missouri 
Lutheran  Group,  were  the  National 
Council  of  Churches,  the  National  Con- 
ference of  Catholic  Charities,  the  Ameri- 
can Jewish  Committee  —  and  two 
divisions  of  the  United  Methodist 
Church. 

Mrs.  Onalee  McGraw,  co-ordinator  of 
the  National  Coalition  for  Children, 
which  is  opposed  to  the  Mondale-Brade- 
mas  bill,  told  the  Post-Dispatch  that  she 
was  worried  that  the  anonymous  criti- 
cism on  the  bill  would  hurt  those  groups 
that  are  trying  publicly  to  defeat  the 
measure. 

"I  can't  imagine  who  is  behind  this 
(the  unsigned  attacks),"  Mrs.  McGraw 
said.  "Our  approach  has  been  to  put  our 
name  and  telephone  number  on  every- 
thing we  do,  because  we  want  people  to 
come  and  debate  with  us." 

Mrs.  McGraw,  whose  group  is  allied 
with  the  American  Conservative  Union, 
said  she  considered  the  parental  rights 
provisions  of  the  Mondale-Brademas  bill 
"just  cosmetic  language,  based  on  the 
past  performance"  of  the  sponsors  of  the 
bill. 


The  bill  was  assailed  by  the  conserva 
tion  publication  Human  Events  las 
bept.  6.  The  publication  termed  i 
"radical  legislation"  under  which  thf 
Federal  Government  "would  assume  the 
preponderance  of  the  responsibilities  for 
the  care  of  children  that  traditionally 
have  defined  the  role  of  parent  in  this 
society.  As  always,  with  this  new  federal 
responsibility  would  come  new  federal 
control. 

The  article,  however,  did  not  use  any 
material  from  the  anonymous  criticism 

Human  Events  said  the  Mondale- 
Brademas  bill  "would  put  children, 
beginning  at  infancy,  into  the  hands  of 
experimental  psychologists  and  social 
engineers  who  are  determined  to  eradi- 
cate the  differences  in  the  role  of  the 
sexes,  which,  despite  the  mass  medial 
infatuation  with  women's  liberation,  are 
still  held  sacred  by  the  overhelming 
majority  of  parents  in  this  country. 

"It  is  not  at  all  difficult,  for  instance, 
to  imagine  little  boys  being  encouraged 
to  play  dolls  while  little  girls  are 
pressured  into  playing  soldier  or  truck 
driver,  once  the  HEW-trained-and-certi- 
fied  'experts'  gained  control  of  the 
nursery." 

The  Mondale-Brademas  bill,  cospon- 
sored  by  28  Senators  and  about  100 
Representatives  contains  specific  prohi- 
bitions against  governmental  invasions 
of  the  privacy  of  the  home  and  the 
authority  of  parents.  It  prohibits  aiso 
any  interference  with  the  courts  in  their 
function  of  protecting  the  right  of 
privacy. 

In  a  decision  last  week,  the  United 
States  District  Court  for  the  Southern 
District  of  Iowa  ruled  that  Iowa's 
"parental  termination  statute"  was  un- 
constitutional. Acting  under  this  statute, 
a  probation  officer  had  entered  the  home 
of  an  Iowa  couple  and  had  decided  that 
their  six  children  should  be  removed 
from  parental  control. 

The  court  held  that  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Charles  L.  Alsager  were  deprived  of  the 
constitutional  right  of  due  process,  and 
that  the  Iowa  law  was  unconstitutionally 
vague  because  it  did  not  give  fair 
warning  to  parents  on  what  constituted 
impermissible  conduct  and  because  it 
permitted  arbitrary  and  discriminatory 
terminations  of  parental  rights. 

Discussing  the  Iowa  decision,  the 
American  Civil  Liberties  Union  said  that 
"almost  every  jurisdiction  in  the  United 
States  contains  some  of  the  language  in 
its  statutes  which  the  couit  found  to  be 
unconstitutionally  vague." 
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WUF  DEC  29 1975 


A  MONDALE  BILL  —  A  bill  spon 
sored  by  Minnesota's  Senator  Walter  ' 
Mondale  is  getting  support  from  Msgr. 
George  Higgins,  a  member  of  the  Social 
Action  Department  of  the  United  States 
Catholic  Conference,  Washington  DC. 

The  Child  and  Family  Services  Act 
of  1975,  authored  by  Mondale,  "goes 
out  of  its  way  to  protect  the  legitimate 
interests  of  the  family  and  voluntary 
social  agencies,  including  church- 
related  agencies,"  Msgr.  Higgins 
writes. 

Msgr.  Higgins  labels  as  "completely 
false"  the  charges  that  Mondale' s  bill 
would  undermine  family  structures  and 
bypass  voluntary  agencies. 

An  interreligious  committee  which  in- 
cludes a  number  of  Catholic  organiza- 
tions has  given  full  support  to  the  Child 
and  Family  Services  Act,  says  Msgr. 
Higgins. 

"There  is  nothing  in  this  legislation 

that  relates  to  religious  preferences  or 
religious  instruction,  nothing  that  relates 
or  alters  the  existing  legal  relationship 
between  parents  and  their  children,  and 
nothing  that  provides  for  compulsory 
preschool  education  or  for  compulsory 
service  of  any  kind,"  the  statement 
reads. 

4 'Any  and  all  of  these  programs  are 
totally  voluntary,  and  limited  to  chil- 
dren whose  parents  request  the  ser- 
vices. Parent  control  is  further  assured 
by  requirements  that  all  programs 
would  be  selected,  established  and 
controlled  by  parents  whose  children 
participate  in  them." 
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Lutheran  Council 

Focus  on  Governmental  Affairs' 


January,  1976 


CHILD  CARE  BILL 
COMES  UNDER  ATTACK 


The  Child  and  Family  Services  Bill 
(S626  and  HR2966),  which  would  fund 
day-care  centers  and  provide  a  variety 
of  nutritional,  health,  educational  and 
social  services  to  disadvantaged 
children,  has  recently  come  under 
widespread  attack.  In  what  seems  to 
be  a  highly  organized  campaign  to  dis- 
credit this  legislation,  an 
anonymously  circulated,  two-page, 
mimeographed  flyer  charges  that  the 
bill  would  give  the  government  rather 
than  parents  the  right  to  control  their 
children's  development.  As  House 
Majority  Leader  Thomas  P.  O'Neill, 
Democrat  of  Massachusetts,  stated  in 
a  recent  speech  in  Congress: 
"Whether  we  support  or  oppose  this 
legislation,  I  urge  every  member  of  the 
House  to  be  on  the  alert  for  the  fear- 
mongers  who  spread  such  poison 
throughout  the  land." 

In  reality,  the  bill,  sponsored  by 
Senator  Walter  Mondale,  Democrat  of 
Minnesota,  and  Congressman  John 
Brademas,  Democrat  of  Indiana, 
stresses  voluntary  participation  in  the 
child  care  program.  Parents  would 
form  at  least  half  of  the  membership 
of  any  group  setting  policies  for 
funded  programs.  The  bill  also  bans 
any  infringement  of  the  "moral  and 
legal  rights  and  responsibilities  of 


parents  with  respect  to  the  moral, 
mental,  emotional,  physical  or  other 
development  of  their  children." 

Most  Lutherans  working  in  the  social 
welfare  field  support  the  provisions  of 
the  bill.  In  testifying  last  March  before 
a  joint  Congressional  committee 
William  C.  Tremitiere  of  Tressler- 
Lutheran  Services  Associates,  Inc., 
Harrisburg,  Pennsylvania,  concluded: 
"There  is  an  urgent  need  for  appro- 
priate, sensitive  legislative  interven- 
tion that  will  guarantee  the  basic 
rights  of  children  and  the  supports 
necessary  to  develop  and  maintain 
healthy  family  life  for  all  children  in 
our  nation.  We  believe  the  Child  and 
Family  Services  Act  of  1975  has  the 
potential  of  meeting  this  need." 

The  Washington  office  of  the  National 
Council  of  Churches  has  issued  an  ex- 
cellent statement  clarifying  the  issues 
involved.  The  Lutheran  Council  has 
distributed  this  analysis,  with  other 
materials,  to  interested  parties. 

Unless  Congress  perceives 
constituent  support  for  S626  and 
HR2966,  this  attack,  though  unfair  and 
misleading,  may  have  caused  so  much 
damage  that  the  bill  will  remain  stalled 
in  Congress  for  the  immediate  future. 
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The  Times-Picayune,  New  Orleans,  La. 


Friday  Morning,  January  16,  1976 


Both  Sides  Attack  Smear 
Campaign  on  Child  Care  Bill 


By  SUSAN  FOGG 
(C  .  1975,  T-P  National  Service) 

WASHINGTON  -  The  proposed  Fami- 
ly and  Child  Services  Act  of  1975  has  be- 
come the  object  of  what  both  opponents 
and  supporters  of  the  bill  have  de- 
nounced as  a  smear  campaign. 

Anonymous  flyers  attack  the  legisla- 
tion as  an  effort  to  "Sovietize"  Ameri- 
can children. 

Republicans  and  Democrats  in  Con- 
gress have  joined  to  counter  the  effects 
of  the  broadsides,  which  have  been 
circulated  to  public  school  administra- 
tors in  Texas  and  have  served  as  the 
foundation  for  radio  and  newspaper 
editorials  against  the  bill. 

Rep.  Thomas  P.  O'Neill  (D-Mass.), 
Democratic  leader  in  the  House,  in  a 
speech  on  the  House  floor,  protested 
what  he  called  "the  tactics  of  smear  and 
deception,. the  tactics  of  Watergate" 
used  in  the  campaign  against  the  bill. 

Martin  LaVor,  Republican  counsel  for 
the  House  subcommittee  on  select 
education  that  has  jurisdiction  over  the 
bill,  said  in  a  memorandum  to  all 
Republican  members  that  the  campaign 
against  the  legislation  represented  "the 
ultimate  in  the  big  lie." 

As  a  result  of  the  anonymous  pam- 
phlets that  apparently  make  up  the  core 
of  the  campaign,  a  blizzard  of  letters 
protesting  the  bill  has  struck  members 
of  Congress. 

LaVor  said  some  members  have  re- 
ceived as  many  as  300  or  400  letters  per 
week,  and  a  spokesman  for  Sen.  Walter 
V.  Mondale  (D-Minn.),  a  sponsor  of  th« 
bill,  said  that  as  late  as  mid-Decembep* 
letters  were  arriving  at  a  rate  of  20  or  #5 
a  day. 

Spokesmen  for  Mondale  and  the  prime 
House  sponsor  of  the  bill,  Rep.  John 
Brademas  (D-Ind),  said  that  although 
they  had  received  the  full  cooperation  of 
conservative  opponents  of  the  bill  in 
refuting  the  campaign,  it  may  well  have 
soured  any  chance  the  bill  had  for  pas- 
sage in  the  near  future. 

The  bill,  similar  to  one  introduced  by 
Mondale  and  Brademas  in  1971  that 
passed  Congress  but  was  vetoed  by 
President  Nixon,  calls  for  a  $1.85-billion. 


three-year  program  to  expand  day  care 
facilities  and  provide  a  wide  variety  of 
medical,  nutritional  and  counseling  pro- 
grams for  children  and  their  families. 

The  anonymous  handbills  and  letters 
•attacking  the  bill  described  the  program 
as  ushering  in  "the  Soviet-style  system 
of  communal  child  rearing." 

The  flyers  claim  the  bill  "would  take 
the  responsibility  of  the  parents  to  raise 
their  children  and  give  it  to  the  govern- 
ment." They  charge  provisions  of  the 
bill  would  allow  children  to  bring  civil 
lawsuits  against  their  parents  if  their 
parents  required  them  to  attend  church 
or  take  out  the  garbage. 

"We  are  in  serious  danger  of  Sovietiz- 
ing  the  education  of  our  children  if  we  let 
the  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  of 
1975  pa^s,"  said  a  flyer  submitted  to  the 
Congressional  Record  by  O'Neill. 

O'Neill  and  spokesmen  for  Mondale 
and  Brademas  said  participation  in  any 
of  the  programs  under  the  legislation 
would  be  voluntary  —  both  for  children 
and  their  families. 

The  bill  is  intended  to  provide  day 
care  services  at  reasonable  cost  to 
middle-  and  low-income  working  moth- 
ers, and  for  mothers  currently  on  wel- 
fare, to  allow  them  to  take  jobs,  and 
thereby  get  off  the  dole. 

The  bill  includes  provisions  for  testing 
of  young  children  to  determine  if  they 
have  hearing,  vision  or  behavioral  prob- 
lems that  could  be  corrected  before  the 
children  enter  school. 

It  calls  for  programs  of  child  abuse 
prevention,  for  nutritional  and  pre-natal 
health  care  programs  for  pregnant 
women,  and  for  nutritional  programs  for 
infants. 

Much  of  the  controversy  over  the  bill 
has  focused  on  its  cost,  and  whether  the 
day  care  programs  should  be  sponsored 
by  public  schools  or  by  public, 
community-based  organizations. 

The  bill  has  been  endorsed  by  the  Na- 
tional Council  of  Churches,  the  Ameri- 
can Academy  of  Pediatrics,  the  League 
of  Women  Voters  and  a  wide  range  of 
other  civic,  religious  and  labor  organiza- 
tions. 
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tentorial 


Marshal  1 ,  Minnesota 


Flyer  on  Child  Act 


full  of  falsehoods 


It's  no  fun  to  get  hoodwinked,  but  that's 
what  happened  to  a  group  of  local  women 
i  ,cently  when  they  attended  a  meeting  of 
their  organization. 

A  member  brought  a  mimeographed 
flyer  to  the  newspaper  office  after  the 
meeting  and  asked  that  it  be  reprinted  or 
that  "something  be  done  to  alert  people"  to 
the  insidious  nature  of  a  bill  sponsored  by 
Sen.  Walter  Mondale. 

The  flyer  was~~a~~real  honey.  Few  red- 
blooded  Americans  would  fail  to  be 
angered  by  its  contents.  Many  might  even 
be  moved  to  take  pen  in  hand  and  write  a 
heated  letter  to  Mondale. 

We  hope  that  doesn't  happen,  however, 
because  the  flyer  rates  little  better  than  a 
piece  of  garbage.  It  is  inflammatory  and 
spurious  and  even  those  who  oppose 
Mondale's  bill  are  at  a  loss  to  explain  its 
purpose. 

Trie  flyer  attacks  a  bill  known  as  "The 
Child  and  Family  Services  Act  of  1975," 
and  it  asks  the  question:  Shall  the  govern- 
ment step  in  and  run  our  homes? 

The  flyer  purports  to  quote  as  fact 
material  from  the  Congressional  Record 
which  is  opinion  and  is  in  no  way  connected 
with  the  Mondale  bill. 

One  section  of  the  flyer  quotes   "The' 
Charter  of  Child's  Rights,"  some  of  which 
follows : 

"1.  All  children  have  the  right  of 
protection  from  and  compensation  for  the 
consequences  of  any  inadequacies  in  their 
home  and  backgrounds." 

"2.  Children  have  the  right  to  protection 
from  any  excessive  claims  made  on  them 
by  their  parents."  (The  flyer  notes  that 
children  could  refuse  to  carry  out  the 
garbage,  for  example.) 

"3.  Children  have  the  right  to  freedom 
from  religious  or  political  indoctrination." 
(Parents  could  not  force  children  to  attend 
church  or  Sunday  school). 

"4.  Children  have  the  freedom  to  make 
complaints  about  teachers,  parents,  and 
others  without  fear  of  reprisals." '„ 

The  fiver  fails  to  state  that  "The  Charter 
of  Children's  Rights"   was   developed  in, 


Britain,  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
provisions  of  Mondale's  bill,  and  was 
reprinted  in  the  Congressional  Record  in 
connection  with  debate  on  a  bill  in  1971. 

According  to  Congressional  Quarterly, 
House  Majority  Leader  Thomas  P.  O'Neill 
Jr.,  in  a  floor  speech  last  month,  deplored 
the  "extremist  propaganda"  against  the 
bill.  "Whether  we  support  or  oppose  this 
legislation,"  he  said,  "I  urge  that  every 
member  of  the  House  be  on  alert  for  the 
fearmongers  who  spread  such  poison 
throughout  the  land." 

What  is  this  horrible  bill?  It's  child  care 
legislation  which  would  not  only  increase 
federal  supporjt  for  day  care  centers  but 
would  place  additional  emphasis  on  "the 
voluntary  and  parent-dominated  nature  of 
any  federally  supported  programs."  In 
other  words,  parents  could  either  use  or  not 
use  available  child  care  services  and  if  they 
did,  they  would  have  a  major  voice  in  how 
these  services  were  operated. 

If  that  isn't  enough,  the  bill  would  also 
ban  any  interference  with  "the  moral  and 
legal  rights  and  responsibilities  of 
parents."  It's  hardly  a  plot  to  subvert 
parental  control  over  children  or  to  turn 
children  into  "Hitler  youth." 

Unfortunately,  thousands  of  people  have 
been  deceived  by  the  flyer,  which  oddly 
enough  has  been  anonymously  circulated 
and  does  not  bear  the  name  of  any  in- 
dividual or  orgpnization.  The  fact  that 
many  newspapers  and  broadcast  stations 
have  used  the  flyer  as  the  basis  for 
editorials  against  the  bill  is  even  more 
disturbing  because  they  should  have  had 
the  intelligence  and  professionalism  to  first 
check  its  validity. 

In  the  end,  the  flyer  should  have  been  an 
interesting  educational  experience  for  the 
local  women,  that  is  if  we've  been  able  to 
convince  them  of  its  true  nature.  If  not, 
they  can  take  heart  in  the  fact  that  the  bill 
does  not  appear  to  have  much  chance  of 
passing  and  even  if  it  does  it  may  face  a 
presidential  veto  because  it  carries  a  third- 
year  price  tag  of  $1  billion,  a  sum  likely  to 
catch  the  eye  of  President  Ford. 
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[From  the  Minneapolis  Tribune,  Feb.  2,  1976] 

Falsehood,  Fear  in  Attacks  on  Child-Care 

Bill 

Attacks  on  Senator  Walter  Mondale's 
child-care  bill  are  being  circulated  more 
widely  than  ever,  cropping  up  with  increas- 
ing frequency  in  Minnesota.  They're  generat- 
ing more  letters  to  members  of  Congress 
and  to  newspapers;  Mondale's  office,  in  fact, 
has  received  a  record  volume  of  mail  on  the 
bill. 

But  as  the  attacks  mount,  they  also  sink — 
to  new  lows  of  irresponsibility  and  false- 
hood. They  are,  Mondale  complains,  "based 
on  distortion,  falsehood  and  fear."  And 
they're  anonymous,  making  it  impossible  for 
the  bill's  supporters  to  confront  and  refute 
their  opponents. 

The  object  of  the  attacks  is  a  bill  called 
the  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  of  1975, 
sponsored  by  Mondale  in  the  Senate  and  by 
Representative  John  Brademas  (Dem.,  Ind.) 
in  the  House.  Its  intent  is  "to  provide  a 
variety  of  quality  child  and  family  services 
in  order  to  assist  parents  who  request  such 
services.  .  .  ."  It  would  provide  funds  for 
looal  communities  and  parent  organizations 
to  set  up  such  services  as  prenatal  care,  med- 
ical treatment  to  detect  and  remedy  handi- 
caps, nutrition  assistance  and  day-care 
programs  for  children  of  working  mothers. 
origin  of  attacks 

The  attacks  seem  to  have  originated  hi 
Texas  and  Oklahoma  and  moved  northward 
and  eastward.  A  Houston  Chronicle  reporter, 
trying  to  trace  their  origin,  was  uns\iccessful. 
All  he  could  find  was  a  retired  director  of  a 
Kansas  Bible  camp  who  said  he  reprinted 
and  circulated  about  1,000  copies  of  one 
version — but  quit  when  he  fovmd  that  the 
information  in  it  was  misleading. 

The  versions  now  appearing  in  Minnesota 
are  nearly  identical — and  equally  anonymous. 
A  letter  from  a  LeRoy,  Minn.,  man  to  the 
Austin  Herald  is  typical.  Using  the  language 
fo  the  unsigned  fliers,  it  contends  that  the 
bill  would  "take  the  responisbility  of  the 
parents  to  raise  their  children  and  give  It 
to  the  government,"  going  on  to  cite  four 
examples  of  how  it  would  do  so. 

A  similar  argument  was  made  in  a  letter 
from  a  Marietta,  Minn.,  woman  that  became 
the  basis  for  an  editorial  in  a  Madison, 
Minn.,  weekly  shopper.  That  version,  how- 
ever, actually  attributes  to  Mondale  one  of 
the  false  statements  of  what  the  bill 
would  do. 

In  fact,  the  bill  would  carefully  protect 
the  rights  of  parents.  Participation  in  any 
program  would  be  completely  voluntary; 
children  could  not  be  included  without  the 
specific  request  of  their  parents  or  guardians. 
The  bill  would  prohibit  anything  that  would 
"infringe  upon  or  usurp  the  moral  and  legal 
rights  and  responsibilities  of  parents  or 
guardians." 


CURTIS     SPEECH 

What,  then,  of  the  four  examples  of  usur- 
pation of  parents'  rights  cited  by  the  LeRoy 
letter- writer?  And  what  of  the  anonymous 
fliers'  contention  that  what  they  contain  Is 
true  because  it  appeared  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record?  The  examples,  it  appears,  are 
taken  from  something  called  the  Charter  of 
Children's  Rights  of  the  National  Council  of 
Civil  Liberties.  But  no  such  charter  is  in- 
cluded in  the  bill.  It  first  surfaced  in  1971, 
during  Senate  debate  on  another  bill  that 
contained  child-care  provisions. 

Senator  Carl  Curtis  of  Nebraska,  who  op- 
posed that  bill,  said  that  in  England  "child- 
development  advocates  hr.ve  gone  so  far  as  to 
draft  a  charter  of  children's  rights,"  which 
he  then  read — and  which  has  been  picked 
up  by  opponents  of  the  Mondale  bill. 
But  the  so-called  charter,  if  it  ever  existed, 
had  nothing  to  do  with  the  1971  bill,  much 
less  the  current  Mondale  proposal.  Still,  ir- 
relevant though  it  was,  the  Curtis  speech 
was  indeed  reported  in  the  Congressional 
Record,  giving  the  authors  of  the  anony- 
mous fliers  a  false  claim  to  authenticity. 

The  allegations  contained  in  the  anony- 
mous attacks  "are  false  and  misleading"  and 
contain  a  wealth  of  inflammatory  informa- 
tion and  untruth,"  according  to  the  Baptist 
Standard.  Archbishop  John  Roach  of  the 
Archdiocese  of  St.  Paul  and  Minneapolis, 
writing  for  the  board  of  directors  of  the  Min- 
nesota Catholic  Conference,  said  that  the 
attacks  "are  dishonest,  and  we,  as  bishops 
of  Minnesota,  deplore  them." 

Charges  about  the  child-care  bill  are  being 
given  wide  currency.  We  hope  that  Minne- 
sotans  will  look  beyond  the  anonymous  at- 
tacks, however,  and  will  base  their  judg- 
ments of  the  bill  on  what  it  actually  con- 
tains. On  that  basis,  the  bill  stands  up  well — 
and   it   deserves  support. 
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EDITORIALS 

Judge  Child,  Family  Services 
act  on  facts,  not  fantasy 


It  is  disturbing  to  learn  that  un- 
signed material  is  being  distribut- 
ed throughout  the  area  to  attack 
the  Child  and  Family  Service  Act 
of  1975. 

There  is  nothing  wrong  with 
opposing  proposed  legislation.  But 
the  flyers  which  level  wild  charges 
against  this  bill  are  carefully 
anonymous  and  make  it  impossible 
for  anyone  to  reason  with  the  op- 
position, or  to  learn  on  what 
grounds  objections  are  really 
based.  Unfortunately,  some  who 
see  the  anonymous  blasts  will 
automatically  believe  them.  It  is 
wise  to  learn  as  much  as  possible 
about  a  controversial  issue  before 
leaping  to  conclusions. 

It  is  entirely  possible  that 
changes  should  be  made  in  the 
Child  and  Family  Service  act.  Its 
sponsor  in  the  Senate,  Sen.  Walter 
F.  Mondale  of  Minnesota,  says 
flatly  that  "none  of  the  provisions 
in  it  is  etched  in  stone  .  .  .  reason- 
able people  can  and  do  disagree 
about  many  aspects  of  the  pro- 
gram . . .  but  issues  must  be  decided 
on  the  basis  of  facts,  not  fantasies. 
And  decisions  about  them  and  the 
proposal  in  general  must  be  de- 
cided on  the  merits." 

What  is  this  bill  which  is  cre- 
ating such  a  stir? 

Basically,  the  act  in  1971  was 
designed  to  "provide  every  child 
(through  age  14)  with  a  fair  and 
full  opportunity  to  reach  his  full 
potential  by  establishing  and  ex- 
panding comprehensive  child  de- 
velopment programs."  It  was 
vetoed  by  President  Nixon.  On  Feb. 
7.  1975.  Sen.  Mondale  introduced 


a  similar  bill  which  would  estab- 
lish programs  of  part-day  and  full- 
day  child  care,  prenatal  care,  spe- 
cial services  for  minority  group 
children,  food  and  nutrition  pro- 
grams, aid  for  handicapped  chil- 
dren and  various  types  of  assist- 
ance to  families  with  special 
needs. 

An  inter-religious  statement  in 
support  of  the  bill  has  been  releas- 
ed by  the  Washington  offices  of  the 
Church  of  the  Brethren  and  the 
United  Presbyterian  church,  Di- 
sciples of  Christ,  National  Con- 
ference of  Catholic  Charities, 
Friends  Committee  on  National 
Legislation,  National  Council  of 
Churches,  United  Methodist 
church  (women's  division),  Syna- 
gogue Council  of  America,  Nation- 
al Council  of  Jewish  Women  and 
the  American  Jewish  committee. 
It  is  also  supported  by  the  Parent- 
Teachers  association,  the  AFL-CIO, 
the  United  Church  of  Christ,  the 
Baptist  and  Lutheran  churches, 
National  Association  of  Retarded 
Children,  the  National  Education 
association  and  the  American 
Home  Economics  association. 

It  would  be  difficult  to  call 
any  of  those  organizations  sub- 
versive or  eager  to  destroy  the 
strength  of  the  family  and  home. 

wnat  the  opposition  alleges  is 
that  the  legislation  would  some- 
how give  children  the  legal  right  to 
disobey  their  parents;  somehow 
prohibit  parents  from  providing 
religious  instruction  and  training 
to  their  children;  and  somehow 
give  the  children  the  right  to  com- 
plain about  their  parents  and 
teachers  "without  fear  of  reprisal." 
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Let  Sen.  Mondale  answer: 

"These  allegations  are  abso- 
lutely and  completely  false.  There 
is  not  a  shred  of  truth  in  any  one 
of  them.  If  there  were,  neither  I 
nor  any  other  member  of  the  Con- 
gress would  be  sponsoring  this  leg- 
islation .  .  .  contrary  to  these  un- 
signed allegations,  the  legislation 
contains  nothing  that  changes  or 
affects  the  legal  relationships  be- 
tween parents  and  their  children. 
Instead,  it  simply  offers  to  fami- 
lies —  on  a  totally  voluntary  basis 
-  access  to  health,  education  and 
child  care  services  which  they 
want  for  their  children  but  often 
cannot  afford.  It  offers  prenatal 
health  and  early  screening  and 
treatment  to  detect  and  remedy 
handicapping  conditions,  and  day 
care  services  for  children  of  work- 
ing mothers.  And  the  bill  specific- 
ally limits  eligibility  for  these  ser- 
vices to  'children  whose  parents 
or  guardians  request  such  ser- 
vices.'" 

Backers  of  the  act  point  out 
that  40%  of  the  young  children  in 
the  United  States  have  not  been 
immunized  fully  against  child- 
hood diseases.  Our  infant  mor- 
tality rate  is  higher  than  that  of 
13  other  nations.  Almost  two-thirds 


of  the  pre-school  children  with 
handicaps  are  not  receiving  the 
special  services  they  need.  An 
estimated  200,000  children  are 
struck  each  year  by  handicaps 
that  might  have  been  prevented  if 
their  mothers  had  received  early 
health  care.  Although  there  are 
almost  6  million  pfe-school  chil- 
dren whose  mothers  are  working, 
there  are  only  1  million  sp,aces  to 
serve  them  in  licensed  day  care 
homes  and  centers. 

Let's  find  fault  with  the  act 
if  there  are  things  wrong  with  it. 
Legislation  of  this  importance 
deserves  careful  study  and  under- 
standing. But  it  should  be  opposed 
openly,  if  it  is  to  be  opposed, 
and  with  facts,  not  distortions. 

tlZl  Herald-Review 

Founded  by  E.  C  Kiley,  September  15,  1894 
L.  A.  Rossman,  Publisher  1914  to  1956 

George  A.  Rossman Publisher 

Kenneth  V.  Hickman  Editor 

Jory  L.  Isakson Assistant  Editor 

Mrs.  Norma  Hanson Local  News 

Mrs.  Mary  Nault  Local  News 

Mrs.  Kathleen  Marok Women's  Column 

Kenneth  A.  Kettunen  .  .Advertising  Manager 

Tom  Nordberg Asst.  Advertising  Mgr. 

Dale  Larson Advertising  Sales 

Published  on  Monday  and  Thursday  at  406  Pokeg- 
ama  Avenue  North  by  the  Northprint  Company 
George  A.  Rossman,  president;  Allen  G.  Rossman. 
vice  president;  Robert  L.  Rossman.  vice  president. 
Second  class  postage  paid  at  Grand  Rapids, 
Minnesota  55744. 


62 


Minneapolis  Tribune 


Established  1867 


Charles  W.  Bailey  Editor 
Wallace  Allen  Managing  Editor 
Leonard  Inskip  Editorial  Editor 


6A 


Friday,  January  23, 1976 


Child-care  opposition  mounts--and  sinks 


Attacks  on  Sen.  Walter  Mondale's  child-care  bill 
arc  being  circulated  more  widely  than  ever,  crop- 
ping up  with  increasing  frequency  in  Minnesota. 
And  they're  generating  more  letters  to  members  of 
Congress  and  to  newspapers;  Mondale's  office,  in 
fact,  has  received  a  record  volume  of  mail  on  the 
bill.  But  as  the  attacks  mount,  they  also  sink  —  to 
new  lows  of  irresponsibility  and  falsehood.  They 
are,  Mondale  complains,  "based  on  distortion, 
falsehood  and  fear."  And  they're  anonymous,  mak- 
ing it  impossible  for  the  bill's  supporters  to  con- 
front and  refute  their  opponents. 

The  object  of  the  attacks  is  a  bille.alled  the  Child 
and  Family  Services  Act  of  1975,  sponsored  by 
Mondale  in  the  Senate  and  by  Rep.  John 
Brademas,  D-Ind.,  in  the  House.  Its  intent  is  "to 
provide  a  variety  of  quality  child  and  family  serv- 
ices in  order  to  assist  parents  who  request  such 
services.  .  .  ."  It  would  provide  funds  for  local 
communities  and  parent  organizations  to  set  up 
such  services  as  prenatal  care,  medical  treatment 
to  detect  and  remedy  handicaps,  nutrition  assist- 
ance and  day-care  programs  for  children  of  work- 
ing mothers. 

The  attacks  seem  to  have  originated  in  Texas  and 
Oklahoma  and  moved  northward  and  eastward.  A 
Houston  Chronicle  reporter,  trying  to  trace  their 
origin,  was  unsuccessful.  All  he  could  find  was  a 
retired  director  of  a  Kansas  Bible  camp  who  said 
he  reprinted  and  circulated  about  1,000  copies  of 
one  version  —  but  quit  when  he  found  that  the  in- 
formation in  it  was  misleading.  The  versions  now 
appearing  in  Minneota  are  nearly  identical — and 
equally  anonymous.  A  letter  from  a  LeRoy,  Minn., 
man  to  the  Austin  Herald  is  typical:  Using  the  lan- 
guage of  the  unsigned  fliers,  it  contends  that  the 
bill  would  "take  the  responsibility  of  the  parents 
to  raise  their  childen  and  give  it  to  the  govern- 
ment," going  on  to  cite  four  examples  of  how  it 
would  do  so.  A  similar  argument  was  made  in  a 
letter  from  a  Marietta,  Minn.,  woman  that  became 
the  basis  for- an  editorial  in  a  Madison,  Minn.,t 
weekly  stopper.  That  version,  however,  actually  ' 
attributes  to  Mondale  one  of  the  false  statements 
of  what  the  bill  would  do. 

In  fact,  tin:  hill  would  carefully  protect  the  rights 
til  parents.  Participation  in  any  program  would  be 
completely  voluntary;  childicn  could  not  be  in- 
cluded   without  the  specific  request  (if  their  par- 


ents or  guardians.  And  tf>.e  bill  would  prohibit  any- 
thing that  would  "infringe  upon  or  usurp  the  mor- 
al and  legal  rights  and  responsibilities  of  parents 
or  guardians. 

What,  then,  of  the  four  examples  of  usurpation  of 
parents'  rights  cited  by  the  LeRoy  letter-writer? 
And  what  of  the  amonymous  fliers'  contention 
that  what  they  contain  is  true  because  it  appeared 
in  the  Congressional  Record?  The  examples,  it  ap- 
pears, are  taken  from  something  called  the  Char- 
ter of  Children's  Rights  of  the  National  Council  of 
Civil  Liberties.  But  no  such  charter  is  included  in 
the  bill.  It  first  surfaced  in  1971,  during  Senate 
debate  on  another  bill  that  contained  child-care 
provisions.  Sen.  Carl  Curtis  of  Nebraska,  who  op- 
posed that  bill,  said  that  in  England  "child-de- 
velopment advocates  have  gone  so  far  as  to  draft 
a  charter  of  children's  rights,"  which  he  then  read 
—  and  which  has  been  picked  up  by  opponents 
of  the  Mondale  bill.  But  the  so-called  charter,  if 
it  ever  existed,  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  1971 
bill,  much  less  the  current  Mondale  proposal.  Still, 
irrelevant  though  it  was,  the  Curtis  speech  was 
indeed  reported  in  the  Congressional  Record,  giv- 
ing the  authors  of  the  anonymous  fliers  a  false 
claim  to  authenticity. 

The  allegations  contained  in  the  anonymous  at- 
tacks "are  false  and  misleading"  and  "contain  a 
wealth  of  inflamatory  information  and  untruth," 
according  to  the  Baptist  Standard.  Archbishop 
John  Roach  of  the  Archdiocese  of  St.  Paul  and 
Minneapolis,  writing  for  the  board  of  directors  of 
the  Minnesota  Catholic  Conference,  said  that  the 
attacks  "are  dishonest,  and  we,  as  bishops  of 
Minnesota,  deplore  them."  The  bill,  the  archbishop 
said,  "would  fill  an  urgent  need  and,  at  least  as  we 
read  it,  is  very  carefui  in  providing  proper  protec- 
tion for  the  rights  of  parents."  A  writer  for  the 
Texas  Catholic  Conference,  citing  a  statement  is- 
sued by  14  national  church  groups,  declared  that 
the  bill  "would  establish  a  series  of  programs  for 
children  with  special  needs,  but  does  not  weaken 
the  traditional  role  of  the  family."  And  the  writer 
called  charges  to  the  contrary  "ridiculous." 

Ridiculous  or  not,  those  charges  are  being  given 
wide  currency.  We  hope  that  Minnesotans  will 
look  beyond  the  anonymous  attacks,  however,  and 
will  base  their  judgment  of  the  bill  on  what  it  ac- 
tually contains.  On  that  basis,  the  bill  stands  up 
well  —  and  it  deserves  support. 


63 


MNA  Clipping  Bureau 

BEMIDJI 
DAILY  PIONEER 


JAN  2  6 1976 

Some  reason 


In  the  past  few  days  .we  have 
received  considerable  literature, 
some  of  it  completely  unsigned  and 
unattributed,  concerning  a  measure 
currently  before  Congress  called  the 
Child  and  Family  Services  Act.  This 
is  apparently  a  small  part  of  a 
widespread  campaign  underway 
against  the  bill,  whose  author  in  the 
Senate  happens  to  be  Sen.  Walter 
Mondale. 

"Tfttftfiil  has  come  under  attack  by 
groups  and  individuals  charging 
that  it  would  give  government  undue 
authority  over  family  life.  Charges 
have  been  made  that  the  proposed 
legislation  would  make  the 
"government  responsible  for  .  . .  the 
religious  interests  of  your  chjld," 
give  "children  the  right  to  protection 
from  excessive  claims  made  on 
them  by  their  parents,"  and  make* 
preschool  education  "compulsory" 
for  all  children  beginning  at  age 
three. 

Mondale  and  other  supporters 
reply  that  thes^e  charges  are  totally 
false  and  inaccurate.  The  Minnesota 
senator  said  in  a  news  conference 
Saturday  that  the  charges  "are  so 
outrageous  that  if  any  part  were  true 
I  would  be  the  first  to  oppose  the 
bill." 

Supporters  add  there  is  nothing  in 
the  legislation  that  relates  to 
religious  preferences  or  religious 
instruction;  nothing  that  relates  to 
or     alters     the     existing     legal 


relationship  between  parents  and 
their  children;  and  nothing  that 
provides  for  compulsory  preschool 
education,  or  for  compulsory  service 
of,  any  kind. 

Mondale's  office  claims  the  bill  is 
designed  instead  to  strengthen  and 
support  families  in  their  efforts  to 
provide  their  children  -  on  a  totally 
voluntary  basis  -  with  the  basic 
health,  education  and  other  services 
they  want  for  them  but  too,  often 
cannot  afford.  They  stress  that  any 
and  all  of  these  programs  are  totally 
voluntary  and  limited  to  children 
whose  parents  request  the  service. 
Parent  control  is  further  assured  by 
requirements  that  all  programs 
would  be  selected,  established  and 
controlled  by  parents  whose 
children  participate  in  them. 

Our  point  here  is  not  whether  this 
measure  is  a  good  bill  or  a  bad  one. 
Regardless  of  what  your  final 
opinion  is  of  this  measure,  it  should 
be  based  on  rational  consideration  of 
both  sides  of  the  argument. 
Someone,  for  some  reason,  is 
circulating  a  one-sided  propaganda 
campaign  against  this  bill  Before 
forming  a  final  opinion,  we  would 
suggest  interested  people  invest  13 
cents  on  a  letter,  asking  for  the 
information  package  on  S-626  (The 
Child  and  Family  Services  Act),  to 
Senator  Walter  Mondale,  443  Old 
Senate  Office  Building,  Washington 
D.C.  20515. 
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Newspaper  Responsibility 

Une  of  our  neighboring  newspaper  editors  got  into 
trouble  a  week  or  so  ago  when  he  made  the  mistake  of 
reprinting  information  from  a  mimeographed  hand-out 
accusing  Senator  Walter  Mondate  of  introducing  a  bill 
which  would  take  away  parental  rights  in  the 
disciplining  and  governing  their  children.  The 
mimeographed  sheet  was  filled  with  distortions 
concerning  what  the  Minnesota  senator's  bill  actually 
contained.  The  legislation  was  introduced  by  Senator 
Mondale  to  strengthen  the  traditional  family  rather 
than  weaken  it. 

Every  editor  in  the  state  is  deluged  by  news  releases 
and  hand-outs  every  week.  Going  through  them  is  a 
time-consuming  job  but  it  is  necessary  to  separate  what 
is  fit  to  print  from  that  which  is  not.  The  information 
sheet  concerning  Mondale's  bill  was  unsigned  and 
there  was  no  identification  of  the  person  or 
organization  responsible  for  the  falsehoods. 

It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  editor  to  do  the 
reading,  research  and  investigative  work  to  be  sure  that 
his  publication  is  not  being  used  to  publicize  false- 
hoods, anonymous,  or  otherwise. 

The  Minnesota  Newspaper  Association  this  week  is 
conducting  an  investigation  in  an  effort  to  find  out  who 
printed  and  circulated  the  false  information.  We  hope 
we  can  track  it  down.  Every  item  which  is  published  is 
the  responsibility  of  the  newspaper  as  well  as  the 
author. 
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Brainerd  Daily  Diipatch  (Mtnn.),  Tuesday.  January  27,  1976 

One  of  the  most  vicious  smear  campaigns  we 
have  ever  witnessed  is  underway  in  this  area  con- 
cerning the  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  which 
has  been  authored  by  Sen.  Walter  Mondale. 

Let  us  say  at  the  outset,  that  there  are  some 
things  in  the  proposed  bill  we  would  want  to 
discuss  before  giving  it  total  support,  but  they  are 
a  long  way  from  the  ridiculous  charges  which  are 
being  circulated  here. 

A  number  of  copies  of 'a  sheet  containing 
some  of  these  ridiculous  statements  have  crossed 
the  editorial  desk  in  the  past  week  or  so.  We 
were  aTso  appalled  to  learn  that  some  churches  in 
this  area  actually  included  the  sheet  in  their  Sun- 
day bulletins. 

How  anyone  who  had  done  even  a  modicum 
of  research  into  the  charges  listed  could  pass  on 
this  literature,  is  beyond  us.  -\' 

The  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  of  1975  is 
designed  to  provide  a  broad  array  of  medical  and 
nutritional  services  to  disadvantaged  people.  The 
program,  contrary  to  the  charges,  is  open  to  per- 
sons who  ask  to  be  included. 

It  would  make  federal  funds  available  to 
"local  communities  and  parent  organizations  to 
choose  among  a  wide  variety  of  child  and  family 
services,  including  prenatal  health  care,  medical 
treatment  to.  detect  and  remedy  handicaps, 
nutrition  assistance  and  day  core  services  for 
children  of  working  mothers.  The  bill  does  not 
provide  for  compulsory  preschool  education." 

Senator  Mondale  ho's  pointed  out  that  the 
reason  he  sponsored  the  bill  is  that  each  year 
some  200,000  children  aVe  struck  by  handicaps 
which  could  have  been  prevented  if  their  mothers 
had  received  early  health  care;  40  per  cent  of  the 
young  children  of  this  country  are  not  fully  im- 
munized against  childhood  diseases;  65  per  cent 
of  all  handicapped  preschool  children  are  not 
receiving  special  services  and  there  are  "only  one 
million  spaces  in  licensed  day  care  centers  to  ser- 
vice the  six  million  preschool  children  whose 
mothers  ore  working." 

Participation  in  this  program  as  specifically 
staled  in  the  bill  is  totally  voluntary  and  limited  to 
children  whose  parents  request  services.  All 
programs  would  be  selected,  established  and 
controlled  by  parents  whose  children  participate. 

The  listed  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  "provide  a 

ariety  of  quality  child  and  family  services  in  or- 

'  :-r  to  assist  parents  who  request  such  services, 

th    priority   to   those    preschool    children    and 

'     ir    families    with    the    greatest    economic    or 

an  needs,  in  a  manner  designed  to 
s!  -,gthen  family  life  and  to  insure  decision- 
mc  ing  at  the  community  level  and  provide 
decision-making  with  direct  pcrent  participation 
through  a  partnership  of  parents,  state,  local  and 
federal  government." 


3  '  We  are  sure  there  is  room  for  debate  on  this 
bill,  but  the  arguments  and  information  circulated 
in  this  area  as  valid  opposition  points  are  qsinine. 

The  information  on  the  flyer  circulated  by  in- 
dividuals and  some  churches  in  this  area,  lists  a 
number  of  items  allegedly  taken  from  the 
Congressional  Record  and'purported  to  be  a  part 
of  the  bill.  They  have  not  been  found  in  the 
Record  and  are  not  included  in  the  bill  itself,  a 
copy  of  whhich  we  have  read. 

The  prime  points  listed  as  bad  provisions  in 
the  bill  simply  aren't  in  it,  though  the  smear  sheet 
quotes  them  as  being  there.  ■".'.' 

The  only  place  that  some  of  those  points 
were  made  in  the  Senate  was  during  a  debate  on 
the  bill  when  Senator  Car  Curtis  of  Nebraska,  an 
opponent  to  the  measure,  got  up  and  quoted 
some  provisions  that  appear  in  what  Curtis  called 
the  Charter  of  Children's  Rights  of  the  British  Ad- 
visory Center  of  Education  and  the  National  Coun- 
cil for  Civil  Liberties. 

However,  the  attack  sheet  maintains  that 
these  provisions  are  in  the  Mondale  bill.  They  are 
not.  ■'.         - 

The  odd  part  of  all  ^this  is  that  the  bill  is 
.backed  by  the  PTA,  many'of  the  churches,  the 
vAFL-CIO,  the  National  Education  Association  and 
a  host  of  others.  Yet,  it  seems  to  be  very  misun- 
derstood, in  our  area  at  least. 

There  are  two  sentences  in  the  bill  which 
Senator  Mondale  in  a  telephone  call  to  The 
Dispatch  yesterday,  says  were  inartfully  in- 
cluded and  that  he  will  offer  amendments  today 
to  delete  or  clarify  ihem.  -■     ".\ 

The  first  is  from  the  purpose  portion  of  the 
bill  which  states  that  the  programs  should  be  un- 
dertaken as  a  "partnership"  between  parents  and 
government.  Some  have  attacked  that  word  "par- 
tnership," fearing  it  means  they  must  share  the 
control  of  their  child  with  the  government.  All  the 
word  sought  to  provide. for,  he  said,  was  an 
assurance  that  parents  had  to  be  involved  in  the 
programs.  The  word,  however,  is  to  be  deleted. 

The  olher  sentence  is  one  which  defines 
parents  as  "any  person  who  has  sole  day-to-day 
responsibility  for  any  child."  This,  too,  has  come 
under  attack  by  those  who  fear  that  this  could  be 
interpreted  to  mean  a  government  worker  who 
was  with  the  child  during  the  day.  The  definition, 
the  Senator  said,  was  written  that  way  so  that  it 
could  apply  to  foster  parents  and  guardians.  His 
amendment,  he  said,  will  clarify  that  issue. 

We  are  the  first  to  say  that  bills  presented  at 
city,  county,  state  or  national  level  should  be  sub- 
jected to  the  closest  scrutiny  possible  by  the 
populace,  but  let's  do  just  that  —  scrutinize.  Let's 
know  what  we  are  talking  about  and  not  be  token 
in  by  false  statements  and  jnnuendos. 


The  Catholic  Bulletin 
January  30,  1976 
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P/tooidate  fern 
state  bishop 

Archbishop  John  R.  Roach,  writing  on 
behalf  of  Minnesota's  Catholic  bishops, 
endorsed  Sen.  Walter  Mondale's  Child 
and  Family  Services  bill,  calling  many  of 
the  attacks  on  the  measure  "dishonest." 

The  letter  was  re- 
leased last  week  with 
the  archbishop's  ap- 
proval by  the  Minnesota 
Democrat's  Washington 
office  as  part  of  a 
Mondale  counterattack 
on  what  his  aides  des- 
cribed as  an  unprece- 
dented "inaccurate 
propaganda  campaign" 
by  anonymous  parties 
attacking  the  bill". 

Michael  Sullivan,  a  Mondale  aide, 
told  the  Catholic  Bulletin  in  a  Jan.  23 
telephone  interview  from  Washington 
that  the  senator's  office  in  one  week 
was  bombarded  with  more  than  1,000 
letters,  most  of  which  opposed  the 
bill.  Many  of  the  letters  quote  from 
anonymous  circulars  and  brochures 
claiming  the  measure  would  destroy 
family  life,  Sullivan  said. 

The  bill  has  prompted  more  mail  than 
any  other  piece  of  legislation  ever  spon- 
sored by  Mondale. 

Abp.  Roach,  noting  that  the  Mondale 
bill  was  discussed  Dec.  10  by  the  state's 
bishops,  meeting  as  the  Minnesota 
Catholic  Conference  board  of  directors, 
wrote:  "The  attacks  on  that  bill  are 
dishonest,  and  we,  as  the  bishops  of  Min- 
nesota, deplore  them. 

"The  bill  would  fill  an  urgent  need  and, 
\t  least  as  we  read  it,  is  very  careful  in 


lily  bH)  gets 

s'  approval 

providing  proper  protection  for  the  rights 
of  parents."   .     • 

The  archbishop  authorized  Mon- 
dale's office  to  release  the  letter, 
saying:  "If  this  letter  of  support  for 
your  bill  can  be  used  to  its  advantage, 
we  want  to  raise  our  voices  in  support 
of  it."     -  ',.-       -  ,  .       ' 

The  senator's  office  released  with  the 
letter  a  copy  of  a  speech  by  Mondale 
which  labled  the  anonymous  campaign 
against  the  bill  "one  of  the  most  distorted 
and  dishonest  attacks  I  have  witnessed  in 
my  15  years  of  public  service." 

Mondale  said  the  proposed  legislation 
would  provide  a  wide  range  of  child  and 
family  services  on   a  voluntary  basis. 
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Setting  the  Record  Straight 

Child  Care  Program 
Does  Not  Threaten 
Families 


A  vicious  propaganda  campaign  against  the 
pending  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  (HR 
2966,  S  626)  is  being  waged  across  the  country. 
Unattributed  flyers  full  of  distortions  and  un- 
truths are  being  circulated  in  churches,  shop- 
ping centers,  and  the  news  media.  The  attack 
on  the  bill  repeats  much  of  the  rhetoric  used 
at  the  time  President  Nixon  vetoed  the  similar 
Child  Development  Act  of  1971. 

The  flyers  condemn  the  bill  as  a  design  for 
imposing  "the  Soviet-style  system  of  communal 
child-rearing."  They  contend  the  legislation 
contains  two  features  which  are  nowhere  in  the 
bill — a  "child-advocacy  clause"  which  would 
have  government-appointed  specialists  assum- 
ing the  parent's  authority  over  the  child,  and  a 
"charter  of  children's  rights"  which  would  per- 
mit children  to  sue  their  parents,  to  file  com- 
plaints against  teachers  and  parents,  or  to  refuse 
to  be  taught  anything  about  Cod. 

There  is  no  truth  to  this  campaign.  NEA  sup- 
ports the  measure,  which  authorizes  such 
programs  as  day  care  centers  and  family  day 
care  homes  for  children  of  working  parents, 
prenatal  and  other  maternal  and  child  health 
services,  food  and  nutrition  services,  and  special 
programs  for  handicapped  children. 

All  programs  under  the  law  would  be  pro- 
vided on  a  voluntary  basis  only  to  children 
whose  parents  or  legal  guardians  request  such 
services.  Parents  would  have  more  authority 
and  control  over  the  programs  funded  under 
this  bill  than  they  now  do  over  most  public 
school  or  day  care  programs.  And  the  federal 
government  would  not  dictate  the  nature  of  the 
program  in  any  given  locality. 

In  testimony  before  Congress  last  year,  NEA 
supported  the  bill,  urging  the  enactment  of 
language  that  would  help  states  and  local  com- 
munities provide  dav  care  services,  including 
early  childhood  development  programs,  health 
services,  public  community  centers  for  the 
seriouslv  handicapped,  and  family  counseling. 
NEA  called  for  the  maximum  involvement  of 
educators  and  parents  at  the  operational  and  ad- 
ministrative levels,  asked  that  public  school 
systems  be  permitted  to  act  as  prime  sponsors 
of  day  care  programs,  and  urged  that  funds  be 
provided  for  training  and  retraining  of  person- 
nel for  the  federally  assisted  programs. 


National  Education 
Association  Reporter 

February,  1976 
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pot  1s  Tribune 
y'.-j   February  1,  1976 

Geri  Joseph 

Contributing  Editor 


To  be  a  politician  In  the  United 
States  is  to  be  part  of  a  hazardous 
and  confusing  profession,  subject 
to  often  irreconcilable  and  some- 
times irresponsible  views  we  call 
public  opinion.  Nobody  knows  that 
better  than  Minnesota's  Sen.  Wal- 
ter |.  Mondale.  ^ \    _  V^ 

Last  year,  nthe  senator  won  high 
praise  from  the  American  Academy 
of  Pediatrics.  It  gave  him  its  first 
•ward  for  excellence  in  public  serv- 
ice for  .his  demonstrated  concern 
for  children. ,  .  ,-,  r>>.. 

This  year,  however,  Mondale  finds 
himself  under  fierce  «ttack  for  his 
proposed  Child  and  Family  Service 
Act  of  1975,  which  seeks  to  provide 
a  variety  of  quality  child  and  fami- 
ly services.  These  would  be  volun- 
tary and  run  by  community  and 
parent  organizations. 

The  campaign  against  the  bill  has 
reached  such  proportions  that  Mon- 
day's staff  of  four  in  Minneapolis 
has  spent  several  weeks  doing 
nothing  but  responding  to  letters 
and  calls,  and  his  Washington  of- 
fice has  been  similarly  deluged. 

The  situation  is  particularly  frus- 
trating because  a  careful  reading  of 
the  bill  reveals  that  it  contains 
none  of  the  dreadful  proposals  crit- 
ics are  quoting  in  letters  to  the  edi- 
tor or  distributing  in  mimeo- 
graphed handbills  all  over  the 
country.  Their  charges  that  the  bill 
is  Communist-inspired  and  that 
'^Reds"  in  our  government  are 
"trying  to  take  our  children  away 
from  us"  are  the  typical,  fear-mon- 
gering  jargon  used  by  extremists. 

But  the  campaign  has  been  so 
widespread  and  insidious  that  this 
columnist,  curious  about  where 
critics  are  getting  their  informa- 
tion, called  one  of  the  letter  writ- 
ers. He  is  George  C.  Bergland  of 
LeRoy,  Minn.,  an  ordained  Baptist 
minister  serving  the  nondenomina- 
tional  Bethany  Bible  Church. 


From  what  he  told  me,  it  appears 
that  Mondale  and  his  bill  are  get- 
ting the  "treatment"  from  some  of 
the  nation's  numerous  right-wing 
strongholds.- Bergland  said  the  sev- 
eral sources  of  his  information  in- 
clude a  magazine  published  by  Bob 
Jones  University  in  Greenville,  S. 
C;  the  Christian  Crusade  Weekly, 
publication  of  an prganization 
called  the  Christian  Crusade  with 
offices  in  Tulsa,  Okla.,  and  the 
Church  League  of  America  in 
Wheaton,  111.  This  last  group,  he 
said,  has  been  in  business  for  40 
years  and  is  the  "most  reliable." 
He  explained,  "They  make*  some 
startling  statements,  but  they've 
never  been  sued  yet,..".  . 

I  asked  if  he  wu  aware  that  Ms  let- 
ter makes  false  claims  about  what 
is  in  the  Mondale  bill.  Well,  he  re- 
plied, "it  all  points  to  thfe  taking 
over  of  education  of  children  from 
the  parent,  exactly  what  the  Com- 
munists are  doing.  We  want  to  stop 
it  if  we  can."  The  bill,  he  implied, 
Hi  a  foot  in  the  door  of  chaos.  "Re- 
member." he  added,  "public  educa- 
tion was  voluntary,  too,  to  begin 

with." 

The  organizations  cited  by  Berg- 
strom  are  ail  too  familiar  to  anyone 
who  keeps  an  eye  on  the  "radical 
right"  movement  in  this  country. 
The  stridently  anti-Communist 
Christian  Crusade,,  for.  example, 
was  until  about  a  year  ago  headed 
by  Billy  James  Hargis,  a.highly  suc- 
cessful fund-raiser.  Hargis  en- 
dorsed the  John  Birch  Society, 
claimed  traitors  were  everywhere 
and  preached  against  civil  rights. 
"If  you  want  to  serve  nobody  but  a 
blue-eyed  German  at  your  place  of 
business,  that  is  your  right,"  he 
said  once.  • 


Bob  Jones  University,  run  by  a 
family  "dynasty"  —  Bob  Jones.  Dr. 
-  Bob  Jones  Jr.  and  now  Bob  Jones 
III  —  is  a  fundamentalist  school, 
avowedly  segregationist  in  the 
past  At  one  time,  students  and  fac- 
ulty reportedly  could  be  expelled  if 
they  did  not  believe  that  God  in- 
tended segregation  of  the  races. 
Only  last  September,  under  threat 
of  losing  its  federal  tax-exempt  sta- 
tus, the  school  changed  its  enroll- 
ment policy  that  had  excluded  un- 
married black  students. 

"As  for  the  Church  League  of  Amer- 
ica, as  far  back  as  1964  it  was  con- 
demned by  a  prestigious  committee 
of  80  national  leaders  as  one  of  12 
front  groups  of  the  John  Birch  So- 
ciety. That  same  year,  the  United 
Church  Women  accused  the  Church 
League  and  similar  organizations  of 
spreading  doctrines  that  breed 
"suspicion,  division  and  hatred." 

The  current  hysterical  charges 
against  Mondale's  proposals  de- 
serve to  be  condemned  in  the 
strongest  possible  terms.  Not  only 
are  they  untrue,  but  in  their  shrill 
appeal  to  fear  and  prejudice,  they 
smother  attempts  at  rational  dis- 
cussion of  the  bill.  And  there  are 
serious  questions  to  be  raised.  For 
example:  Does  this  proposal  try  to 
do  too  much,?  Is  it  too  costly?  Is  it 
necessary  to  create  yet  another  bu- 
reaucratic structure  and  more  com- 
mittees to  do  the  job  called  for  in 
the  bill? 

Between  the  scare  campaign  waged 
by  right-wing  groups  and  the  real 
concerns  about  the  bill,  it  does  not 
have  a  prayer  of  becoming  law  this 
year.  Nevertheless,  I  would  like  to 
offer  an  encouraging  word  to  Mon- 
dale: , 

Not  many  politicians  are  as  con- 
cerned as  you  have  been  about  the 
impact  of  government  policies  on 
family  life.  Nor  have  they  been  as 
committed  to  the  idea  that  the 
healthy  development  of  children  — 
with  all  that  implies  for  education, 
medical  care,  a  decent  home  envi- 
ronment —  must  be  among  govern- 
ment's top  priorities. 

Some  Of  your  advisers  have  felt 
that  your  preoccupation  with  these 
matters  does  not  give  you  enough 
political  "visibility"  or  "mileage." 
Never  mind.  A  lot  of  us  think  you 
•re  on  to  something  fundamental  to 
the  well-being  of  our  country. 
Please  keep  trying. 
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Congress  not  taking  over  children 


By  Robert  P.  Hey 


Washington 

Suppose  you  received  an  anonymous  letter 
claiming  that  Congress  might  take  away  your 
authority  to  rear  your  children  as  you  see  fit  — 
and  give  it  to  the  government.  Would  you 
unquestioningly  believe  it? 

Tens  of  thousands  of  Americans  apparently 
have.  From  all  parts  of  the  United  States 
they've  been  deluging  members  of  Congress 
for  several  months  with  angry  letters  demand- 
ing that  Congress  reject  this  proposal .  It  is  one 
of  the  heaviest,  longest-lasting  mail  cam- 
paigns in  many  years. 

It  is  also  one  of  the  most  disturbing.  For  the 
anonymous  letters  on  which  it  is  based  consist 
almost  entirely  of  distortions  and  outright 
falsehoods.  A  careful  examination  of  the 
congressional  bill  they  attack  shows  no  section 
of  it  would  give  control  of  children  to  the 
government,  despite  the  anonymous  flier's 
assertions  that  such  a  change  "is  becoming 
part  of  the  proposal.  Further,  a  check  of 
congressional  sources  shows  no  such  change 
ever  was  contemplated. 

On  the  contrary,  the  bill  aims  to  aid  many 
American  families,  especially  the  poor,  by 
providing  day-care  facilities  for  children  and 
health  assistance.  No  family  would  be  forced 
to  participate  in  such  a  program  —  it  would  be 
entirely  voluntary. 

To  several  congressional  sources  the  most 
disturbing  element  —  with  ominous  overtones 
for  the  future  —  is  the  depth  of  Americans' 
cynicism  about  government  and  public  offi- 
cials, as  indicated  by  their  automatic  accep- 
tance of  the  charges  as  fact.  Several  congres- 
sional sources  familiar  with  the  case  believe 
only  today's  deep  wellspring  of  public  dis- 
content makes  many  Americans  ready  to 
believe  the  charges  right  away. 

Sen.  Walter  F.  Mondale  (D)  of  Minnesota, 
the  Senate's  chief  sponsor  of  the  proposal 
under  attack  tells  this  newspaper:  "The  polls 
would  suggest  a  total  distrust  of  politicians 
and  government  .  .  .  [which]  may  have 
helped  create  an  environment  in  which  people 
are  willing  to  believe  almost  anything  —  and 
[which]  makes  us  all  the  less  credible  when 
we  as  members  of  Congress  try  to  explain 
what  the  facts  really  are." 

The  irony  is  that  the  Mondale  proposal  —  by 
the  Senator's  own  admission  —  had  no  real 
chance  of  passage  this  year  because  it  would 
cost  more  than  Congress  felt  the  government 
could  spend  in  these  difficult  economic  times. 
Under  the  proposal,  sponsored  in  the  House 
by  Rep.  John  Brademas  (D)  of  Indiana,  $150 
million  would  have  been  authorized  for  the 


firs^t  year  of  the  program,  with  costs  rising  to 
$1  billion  four  years  later. 

But  the  mail  campaign  flooding  Congress 
has  entirely  killed  the  modest  hope  of  spon- 
sors that  they  could  gain  congressional  appro- 
val of  some  kind  of  compromise  bill  -v  one 
which  would  have  begun  providing  more 
money  for  health,  nursery,  and  day-care  aid 
than  now  exists.  Although  these  protesting 
letters  generally  are  based  on  misinformation, 
congressional  sources  say  they  have  had  an 
impact  on  Capitol  Hill  sufficient  to  scuttle  the 
prospects  for  compromise. 

Supporters  of  the  proposal  have  not  been 
able  to  find  out  precisely  which  groups  are 
behind  the  unsigned  letter  campaign. 

In  part  it  is  so  persuasive  because  the  fliers 
look  official  and  well  researched. 

But  most  of  the  facts  are  not  accurate.  The 
fliers  say,  in  the  words  of  one,  that  a  "charter 
of  childrens'  rights  of  the  National  Council  of 
Civil  Liberties  is  becoming  part  of"  the 
proposal.  But  in  fact  this  "charter"  never  has 
been  connected  with  the  proposal.  It  is  not 
connected  with  any  U.S.  group  but  was 
drafted  by  a  British  organization,  according  to 
Sen.  Carl  Curtis  who  introduced  the  subject  of 
the  charter  into  the  Congressional  Record  in 
1971. 

None  of  the  "rights"  the  flier  identifies  as 
part  of  the  charter  —  the  right  to  sue  your 
parents  for  punishment,  or  to  refuse  to  take 
out  the  garbage  —  has  ever  been  considered  as 
part  of  the  bill  despite  the  allegations  of  the 
anonymous  fliers. 

Similarly,  one  flier  charges  that  "the  Con- 
gressional Record  states"  that  what  is  at  issue 
is  whether  parents  or  the  government  shall 
exert  control  ov.  •  children  and  the  family. 
This  statement  leaves  the  impression  that  the 
Congressional  Record  is  an  official  voice  of 
government.  Actually,  the  Congressional 
Record  is  an  all-inclusive  record  of  everything 
said  on  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  —  and  includes  much 
material  provided  by  members  of  Congress 
which  was  not  said,  but  is  printed  in  the 
publication  anyway. 

Sponsors  of  the  bill  say  they  cannot  find  any 
record  of  such  a  statement  having  been  made 
in  the  Congressional  Record.  And  if  it  was,  it 
was  either  made  by  a  member  of  Congress,  or 
was  written  material  which  he  had  placed  in 
the  record  —  and  thus  is  not  official  or 
unofficial  government  policy. 

Mr.  Hey  is  a  staff  correspondent  of  The 
Christian  Science  Monitor  in  Washington. 
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False  Alarm 
(By  Howard  Flieger) 

Every  now  and  then  a  reader  writes  us  in 
words  of  terror  to  warn  that  a  Marxist  plot 
is  afoot  in  Congress  to  "nationalize"  our  chil- 
dren— take  them  away  from  the  protection  or 
control  of  their  parents  and  destroy  the 
American  family,  utterly  and  forever. 

The  volume  of  mail  received  here  is  not 
a  patch  on  the  sacks  of  it  that  have  been  hit- 
Ing  some  congressional  offices. 

The  writers x are  alarmed  over  what  they've 
been  informed  is  an  insidious  scheme  to  give 
youngsters  the  legal  right  to  disobey  their 
parents,  and  thus  become  pawns  of  Govern- 
ment— an  all-powerful  Big  Brother  to  mold 
their  training,  conduct  and  beliefs. 

Strange. 

It  is  strange  because  there  isn't  a  word  of 
truth  in  it.  No  such  legislation  is  before  this 
Congress,  or  ever  has  been. 

The  specific  bill  that  has  so  many  people 
disturbed  is  '.'The  Child  and  Family  Services 
Act  of  1975."  Its  authors  are  Sen.  Walter 
Mondale  (Dem.),  of  Minnesota,  and  Rep. 
John  Brademas  (Dem.)  of  Indiana.  It  is 
"S.  626"  in  the  Senate,  "H.R.  2966"  in  the 
House.  Read  it  before  you  panic. 

In  its  present  form,  the  legislation  is  both 
innocent  and  impotent:  innocent  because  It 
would  do  none  of  the  things  attributed  to  it; 
impotent  because  it  isn't  going  anywhere. 

Briefly  stated,  the  proposal  is  to  make  fed- 
eral funds  available  to  help  States  and  com- 
munities provide  certain  public  services  for 
children  and  their  families. 

These  would  include  such  things  as  pre- 
natal care,  food  where  needed,  part  or  full- 
time  day  care  for  children  of  working 
mothers,  tutoring  at  home  where  deemed 
useful,  medical  examination  and  treatment 
for  certain  handicapped  children,  and  train- 
ing for  parents  and  about-to-be-parents» 

There  is  nothing  compulsory  about  the 
legislation  now  before  the  Congress.  Even  if 
the  bill  were  enacted,  anyone  who  felt  like 
it  could  ignore  each  and  all  of  its  provisions. 


Nothing  in  it  says — or  implies — that 
youngsters  have,  a  legal  right  to  disobey 
their  parents  or  guardians. 

Nowhere  does  it  forbid  parental  guidance 
advice/ or  preference  in  religious  training. 
The  subject  isn't  mentioned. 

In  fact,  it  says  In  specific  words: 

"Nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  construed  or 
applied  in  such  manner  as  to  infringe  upon 
or  usurp  the  moral  and  legal  rights  and  re- 
sponsibilities of  parents." 

So  why  all  the  excitement?  It  is  puzzling 
to  Senator  Mondale,  one  of*  the  chief  spon- 
sors, who  says  the  measure  "is  being  sub- 
jected to  one  of  the  most  distorted  and  dis- 
honest attacks  I  have  witnessed  in  my  15 
years  of  public  service." 

There  is  another  practical  thing  to  keep 
in  mind  about  The  Child  and  Family  Service 
Act:  It  would  cost  a  lot  of  money.  Estimates 
are  that  an  initial  annual  expense  of  150 
million  dollars  would  grow  to  almdst  2  bil- 
lion by  the  third  year  of  operation. 

This  present  Congress  is  in  no  mood  to  add 
such  a  burden  on  taxpayers  who  already  are 
making  angry  noises  about  waste  and  the 
high  cost  of  Government.  Since  this  is  elec- 
tion year,  the  measure  probably  has  less 
chance  now  than  a  year  ago,  when  it  was  in- 
traduced — and  that  means  practically  none. 

Also,  remember  the  President  is  demand- 
ing that  Congress  do  more  to  hold  the  line 
on  spending.  It  is  a  keystone  of  his  cam- 
paign .to  be  against  this  bill,  and  any  like  it. 

So  everybody  can  stand  at  ease. 

The  bill  doesn't  provide  all  those  wild 
things  the  letter-writers  fear.  It  has  no 
realistic  chance  of  adoption.  And  even 
should  it  overcome  its  rating  as  one  of  the 
longest  shots  in  history  and/  somehow  be 
enacted  by  Congress,  it  would  be  vetoed  al- 
most the  mimite  it  reached  the  White 
House. 

The  furor  is  a  false  alarm.  Forget  It. 
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{from    the    Congressional    Record  —  House ,    December 


1975] 


THE  VICIOUS  AND  DISHONEST  CAM- 
PAIGN AGAINST  THE  CHILD   AND 
FAMILY  SERVICES  BILL 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under  a 
previous  order  of  the  House,  the  gentle- 
man from  Massachusetts  (Mr.  O'Neill  > 
is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  O'NEILL.  Madam  Speaker,  few 
matters  concern  me  more  than  the  grow- 
ing erosion  of  confidence  by  Americans 
in  their  public  officials. 

Of  course,  when  those  who  hold  public 
office  abuse  their  trust,  I  understand  how 
citizens  can  lose  faith. 

But  when  that  confidence  is  destroyed 
as  a  result  of  tactics  of  smear  and  decep- 
tion, the  tactics  of  Watergate,  unwit- 
tingly aided  by  a  lackadaisical  press,  I*" 
feel  it  important  to  protest  such  tactics. 
And,  Madam  Speaker,  I  must  report 
to  the  House  that  I  believe  such  tactics 
of  smear  and  deception  are  today  being 
used,  in  reckless  disregard  of  the  facts, 
to  attack  a  piece  of  legislation  which  has 
been  introduced  by  124  Members  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  Senate,  of 
both  our  political  parties. 

The  bill  to  which  I  refer  is  the  Child 
and  Family  Services  Act  of  1975,  which 
has  been  introduced  by  our  distinguished 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Indiana 
(Mr.  Brademas),  and  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Minnesota  (Mr. 
Mondale)  as  well  as  by  the  gentlewoman 
from  Hawaii  (Mrs.  Mink),  the  gentle- 
man from  California  (Mr.  Bell),  the 
gentlewoman  from  Massachusetts  (Mrs. 
Heckler)  ,  th»  senior  Senator  from 
New  York  (Mr.  Javits),  and  as  I  have 
already  indicated,  many  other  Members 
of  the  House  and  Senate,  both  Demo- 
crats and  Republicans. 

PURPOSE  OF  THE  CHILD  AND  FAMILY  SERVICES  ACT 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  principal  purpose  of 
the  proposed  Child  and  Family  Services 
Act  is,  in  the  language  of  the  bill,  H.R. 
2966: 

To  provide  a  variety  of  quality  child  and 
family  services  in  order  to  assist  parents  who 
request  such  services,  with  priority  to  those 
pre-school  children  and  families  with  the 
greatest  need,  in  a  manner  designed  to 
strengthen  family  life  and  to  insure  decision- 
making at  the  community  level,  with  direct 
participation  of  the  parents  of  the  children 
served  and  other  individuals  and  organiza- 
tions In  the  community  interested  in  child 
and  family  service  (making  the  best  possible 
use  of  public  and  private  resources) ,  through 
a  partnership  of  parents,  State  and  local  gov- 
ernment, and  the  Federal  Government, 
building  upon  the  experience  and  success  of 
Headstart  and  other  existing  programs. 

The  bill  also,  in  its  statement  of  find- 
ings and  purposes,  reads  as  follows: 
Sec.  2.  (a)   The  Congress  finds  that— 

(1)  the  family  is  the  primary  and  the  most 
fundamental  influence  on  children; 

(2)  child  and  family  service  programs 
must  build  upon  and  strengthen  the  role  of 
the  family  and  must  be  provided  on  a  volun- 
tary basis  only  to  children  whose  parents  or 
legal  guardians  request  such  services,  with  a 
view  toward  offering  families  the  options  they 
believe  to  be  most  appropriate  for  their  par- 
ticular needs; 


(3)  although  there  have  been  increased 
services  for  children  of  working  mothers  and 
single  parents  and  although  Headstart  and 
similar  programs  have  provided  supplemen- 
tal educational  and  other  services  for  chil- 
dren, such  services  have  not  been  made  avail- 
able to  families  to  the  extent  that  parents 
consider  necessary;  there  are  many  parents 
who  are  working  full  or  part  time  without 
adequate  arrangements  for  their  children, 
and  there  are  many  children  whose  families 
lack  sufficient  resources  to  obtain  adequate 
health,  nutritional,  educational,  and  other 
services; 

(4)  it  is  essential  that  the  planning  and 
operation  of  programs  be  undertaken  as  a 
partnership  of  parents,  community,  private 
agencies  and  State  and  local  government  with 
appropriate  supportive  assistance  from  the 
Federal  Government. 

Mr.  Speaker,  despite  the  findings  and 
purpose  of  the  proposed  Child  and  Fam- 
ily Services  Act  of  1975,  this  bill  has  been 
the  subject  of  some  of  the  most  scurri- 
lous and  misleading  propaganda  that  I 
have  ever  seen. 

Members  of  Congress  in  Indiana,  Kan- 
sas, Kentucky,  Michigan,  Minnesota, 
Missouri,  Ohio,  Oklahoma,  and  Texas 
have  received  a  substantial  amount  of 
mail  from  their  constituents  attacking 
alleged  provisions  of  the  bill  which  in 
fact  are  not  in  the  bill  nor  ever  con- 
templated by  Its  sponsors  for  inclusion 
in  it. 

UNSIGNED     FLYER     BEING     CIRCULATED 

Mr.  Speaker,  at  the  risk  of  giving  wider 
circulation  to  these  false  and  vicious  at- 
tacks, I  shall  here  insert  one  of  the  ap- 
parent sources  of  this  correspondence, 
the  following  flyer,  which,  unsigned  by 
any  sponsoring  organization,  has  been 
circulated  in  mimeographed  form  in  a 
number  of  States  across  the  country: 
Raising  Children — Governments  or 
Parent's  Right? 

There  Is  before  Congress  legislation  known 
as  The  Child  &  Family  Service  Act  of  1975 
(Senate:  S262  &  House:  HR2966).  If  passed 
it  would  take  the  responsibility  of  the  parents 
to  raise  their  children  and  give  it  to  the 
Government. 

child  advocacy  clause 

In  the  Congressional  Record  we  read:  "If, 
in  the  Judgment  of  those  who  are  in  charge 
of  such  a  program  (the  State  by  way  of  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare) , 
parents  are  not  doing  a  good  Job,  the  ad- 
vocate (a  •'specialist"  appointed  by  the  gov- 
ernment) would  enter  the  home  and  direct 
the  education,  even  with  the  home.  And,  if 
the  parent  would  object,  the  authority  in 
the  home  would,  De  Facto,  be  transferred  to 
these  advocated." 

Charter  of  Children's  Rights  of  the  Na- 
tional Council  of  Civil  Liberties  is  becoming 
a  part  of  this  Child  Development  Act.  Fol- 
lowing are  four  of  the  several  Items  proposed 
in  this  charter.  They  can  be  found  on  page 
44138  of  the  Congressional   Record. 

(1)  "All  Children  have  the  right  of  pro- 
tection from,  and  compensation  the  conse- 
quences of  any  inadequacies  in  their  homes 
and  backgrounds."  (Note:  In  other  words, 
never  punish  your  child  because  he  may 
come  back  to  you  with  a  civil  suit.) 

(2)  "Children  have  the  right  to  protection 
from  any  excessive  claims  made  on  them  by 
their  parents  or  authority."  The  question 
was  asked,  by  way  of  example,  what  do  you 
mean  by  the  fact  "Excessive  claim",  and  the 
example  was  given,  "If  the  mother  or  father 
asked  the  child  to  take  the  garbage  out  and 
the  child  doesn't  want  to,  the  parents  have 
no  right  to  insist  on  it." 
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(3)  "Children  have  the  right  to  freedom 
from  religious  or  political  indoctrination." 
That  means  that  you  have  no  right  to  insist 
on  taking  them  to  church,  if  they  do  not 
wish  to  go.  That  also  means  they  have  the 
freedom  to  insist  that  they  be  taught  noth- 
ing, or  any  ideas,  about  God. 

(4)  "Children  shall  have  the  freedom  to 
make  complaints  about  teachers,  parents  and 
others  without  fear  of  reprisals."  This  speaks 
for  itself. 

This  piece  of  legislation  was~  vetoed  in 
1971,  but  it  is  back  on  the  floor  of  Congress 
and  now  has  the  votes  to  passed.  It  is  our 
obligation  to  tell  our  legislators:  Senators 
Bayh  and  Hartke  &  our  U.S.  Representa- 
tives what  we  think  of  this  legislation.  Only 
our  complaints  can  change  their  minds.  They 
take  your  vote  seriously.  Take  the  trouble 
to  write  or  suffer  the  consequences  of  your 
silence. 

CAN 

Comprehensive  child  development,  the  So- 
viet-style system  of  communal  child  rear- 
ing which  almost  became  law  in  this  coun- 
try in  1971  is  once  again  being  pushed 
through  Congress.  The  current  bills  HR. 
2966  (House  of  Representatives)  S626  (Sen- 
ate), are  virtually  identical  to  the  original 
act  passed  in  1971,  but  fortunately  ve toe's  by 
the  then  president,  Nixon.  Now  it  is  known 
as  the  Child  &  Family  Services  Act  of  1975 
and  any  changes  are  merely  cosmetic. 

In  vetoing  the  original  bill  which  would 
have  removed  children  from  their  parent's 
Instruction  shortly  after  birth,  Mr.  Nixon 
said  that  it  would  weaken  the  American  fam- 
ily by  committing  "the  vast  moral  authority 
of  the  national  government  to  the  side  of 
communal  approaches  to  child  rearing  over 
against  the  family  oriented  approach." 

We  are  in  serious  danger  of  "Sovietizlng" 
the  education  of  our  children  If  we  let  the 
Child  &  Family  Services  Act  of  1975  pass. 
Those  who  support  this  Act  in  the  Congress 
are  convinced  that  it  will  "Sail  through  the 
House." 

According  to  the  Congressional  Record,  the 
intent  of  this  bill  is  for  the  government  to 
be  responsible  ...  for  the  nutritional  in- 
terests of  your  child,  for  all  Psychological 
interests  of  your  child." 

The  following  excerpts  are  taken  from  the 
Congressional  Record:  "What  is  at  issue  is 
whether  the  parent  shall  continue  to  have 
the  right  to  form  the  character  of  the  chil- 
dren or  whether  the  State,  with  all  its  power 
&  magnitude,  shall  be  given  the  decisive 
tools  and  techniques  for  forming  the  young 
lives  of  the  children  of  this  country." 

"As  a  matter  of  the  child's  right,  the  Gov- 
ernment shall  exert  control  over  the  family 
because  we  have  recognized  that  the  child 
is  not  the  care  of  the  parents  but  the  care  of 
the  State.  We  recognize  further  that  not 
parental,  but  communal  forms  of  up-bring- 
ing have  an  unquestionable  superiority  over 
all  other  forms.  Furthermore,  there  is  seri- 
ous question  that  maybe  we  cannot  trust  the 
family  to  prepare  young  children  in  this 
country  for  this  new  kind  of  world  which  is 
emerging." 

This  all  smacks  of  Communism.  This  is 
what  in  fact  has  been  and  is  being  done  in 
Soviet  Russia.  This  is  what  can  become  the 
law  of  our  land,  If  the  Child  &  Family  Serv- 
ice Act  of  1975  is  passed  by  the  Congress. 
We  elected  this  Congress,  but  do  we  know 
what  they  are  attempting  to  do  to  our  free- 
doms and  our  rights? 


LIBRARY    OF    CONGRESS    ANALYSIS    DISCREDITS 
FLYER 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  confident  that  every 
fair-minded  Member  of  this  House  must 
agree  that  the  statements  contained  in 
this  flyer  are  not  only  outrageous  distor- 
tions of  the  purpose  of  the  proposed  leg- 
islation but  gross  falsifications  of  the 
actual  language  of  the  bill. 

In  fact,  a  point-by-point  analysis  of 
this  handbill  made  by  thfc  Library  of 
Congress  demonstrates  that  virtually  all 
of  the  statements  in  it  were  either  made 
by  Senators  or  others  who  in  1971  op- 
posed similar  legislation  or  are  appar- 
ently, statements  taken  from  publica- 
tions of  an  oganization  in  a  foreign  coun- 
try and  falsely  attributed  to  the  child 
and  family  services  bill. 

I  cite,  for  example,  the  "Charter  of 
Children's  Rights  of  the  National  Council 
of  Civil  Liberties"  referred  to  in  the 
flyer. 

The  flyer  alleges  that  this  "charter"  to 
which  I  refer  "is  becoming  a  part  of"  the 
child  and  family  services  bill. 

The  fact  is  that  such  a  '"charter"  has 
never  even  been  considered  in  the  House 
of  Representatives  and  will  not  become 
a  part  of  the  legislation. 

Rather,  the  "charter"  cited  in  the  flyer 
was  mentioned  in  a  speech  made  on  De- 
cember 2,  1971,  by  Senator  Carl  Curtis 
of  Nebraska  in  opposing  the  compdehen- 
sive  child  development  bill  which  was 
then  under  consideration. 

The  charter,  according  to  Senator 
Curtis,  was  developed  by  a  British  or- 
ganization and,  as  the  Library  of  Con- 
gress study  mates,  Mr.  Speaker,  Senator 
Curtis  did  not  claim  in  his  statement 
Said  the  Goshen  News : 
To  distribute  leaflets  with  false  informa- 
tion is  hardly  the  proper  way  to  oppose  the 
legislation.  It  really  is  an  unfair  "smear 
attempt"  to  suggest  that  "hardly  a  citizen 
realizes  that  we  are  voting  ourselves  into 
Communism  without  a  whimper  of  protest" 
and  that  the  bill  "will  cost  you  about  the 
last  vestige  of  control  over  the  family  you 
think  you  have." 

ANN    ARBOR.     MICH.,    NEWS 

The  Ann  Arbor,  Mich.,  News  said,  in  a 
Sunday,  November  16,  editorial: 

Such  legislation  is  always  subject  to  de- 
bate, but  the  debate  should  be  based  on 
facts  and  not  on  misinformation  circulated 
as  a  scare  tactic.  It  is  difficult  to  determine 
the  truth  and  even  to  understand  some  of 
the  legislation  being  proposed  in  Lansing 
and  Washington.  It  is  totally  irresponsible 
to  misrepresent  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  Grand  Rapids 
Press  says : 

Finally,  the  purported  "facts"  contained 
in  the  flyer  are  so  outlandish  and  totally  out 
of  character  for  the  bill's  two  respected 
sponsors — Rep.  John  Brademas  of  Indiana 
and  Sen.  Walter  Mondale  of  Minnesota — that 
they  should  be  discounted  out  of  hand. 


75 


THOMAS  L.  BLAXTON  OF  OKLAHOMA 

Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  one  other 
individual  whom  I  would  like  to  mention 
in  commending  those  who  have  vigor- 
ously stood  up  for  the  truth  in  the  face 
of  the  campaign  and  deception  that  is 
being  waged  against  the  child  and  fam- 
ily services  bill. 

That  man  is  the  Reverend  Thomas  L. 
Blaxton  of  Yukon,  Okla. 

When  the  poison  hit  his  area  in  west- 
ern Oklahoma,  he  went  to  the  district 
office  of  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
(Mr.  English)  to  request  the  facts  about 
the  bill. 

On  finding  that  the  flyers  were  inac- 
curate, the  Reverend  Mr.  Blaxton  wrote 
to  all  the  clergymen  in  his  town  in  order 
to  enable  them  to  refute  the  propaganda 
during  their  Sunday  services.  He  also 
sent  a  letter  to  the  editors  of  two  news- 
papers in  Oklahoma  City.  His  letter,  also 
printed  in  the  Yukon  Review,  concludes 
by  saying: 

Parents,  we  better  wake  up,  shake  ourselves 
good,  study  these  bills  and  write  our  Senators 
and  Representatives  to  support  the  bill  as  it 
now  is  and  for  them  to  be  on  the  alert  for 
the  tricks  of  those  who  oppose  it.  .  .  .  Just 
remember  the  next  paper  you  are  handed 
that  has  no  heading  or  signature.  Throw  it 
in  the  trashcan,  better  yet  burn  it  so  no  one 
will  be  misled  and  confused  by  it. 
conclusion 

Mr.  Speaker,  whether  we  support  or 
oppose  this  legislation,  I  urge  that  every 
Member  of  the  House  be  on  alert  for  the 
fearmongers  who  spread  such  poison 
throughout  the  land.  For  credibility  and 
confidence  in  the  efforts  of  responsible 
Members  of  Congress  cannot  be  allowed 
to  suffer  at  the  hands  of  malicious  indi- 
viduals who  spread  such  outrageous 
falsehoods. 

Mr.  Speaker,  an  excellent  analysis  of 
the  distortions  of  the  Child  and  Family 
Services  Act  was  presented  to  the  Senate 
by  Senator  Mondale  and  can  be  found 
starting  on  page  S20397  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  of  November  19,  1975. 
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[From  the  Congressional  Record  — Senate,  February  17,  1976] 


CHILD  AND  FAMILY  SERVICES 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  over 
the  last  few  months  I  have  received  hun- 
dreds of  letters  opposing  S.  626,  the  Child 
and  Family  Services  Act.  In  most  In- 
stances, the  position  of  the  writers  has 
been  based  on  totally  inaccurate  infor- 
mation they  have  received  about  S.  626. 
Tragically  this  misinformation  has  been 
circulated  in  the  form  of  an  anonymous, 
unsigned  flyer  which  cites  provisions 
which  do  not  appear  in  the  bill  and 
viciously  misinterprets  provisions  of  the 
bill  by  quoting  language  out  of  context 
and  in  combination  with  other  material 
which  does  not  appear  within  the  bill. 

This  situation  has  been  quite  disturb- 
ing to  me,  having  been  a  cosponsor  of  the 
bill  since  its  original  introduction  in 
1970. 1  have  actively  participated  in  hear- 
ings and  initial  congressional  passage  of 
this  legislation  over  these  years,  and  the 
undisputed  need  of  communities  for  com- 
prehensive day-care  services  for  young 
children  has  reaffirmed  my  belief  that 
this  bill  is  a  sensitive  and  important  re- 
sponse to  enriching  the  lives  of  families 
with  young  children  and  represents  an 
important  commitment  to  this  Nation's 
children. 

Programs  supported  by  this  bill  could 
provide  prenatal  and  postnatal  care,  nu- 
tritional services,  and  early  medical 
screening — services  which  could  cut  back 
on  the  high  infant  mortality  rate  in  this 
country  and  assure  early  medical  treat- 
ment and  assistance  to  children  with 
developmental  handicaps  and  with  phys- 
ical problems.  The  bill  could  also  sup- 
port early  identification  programs  for 
children  with  handicapping  conditions 
and  support  for  community  day-care 
programs  for  the  more  than  6  million 
children  under  age  six  whose  mothers 
work. 

This  bill  has  been  supported  in  the 
State  of  New  Jersey  by  Ann  Klein,  com- 
missioner of  the  department  of  institu- 
tions and  agencies,  and  I  have  received 
the  enthusiastic  support  of  many  local 
community  groups  which  currently  pro- 
vide day  care  and  other  services  for 
children.  Commissioner  Klein  has  esti- 
mated that  while  more  than  55,000  child- 
ren currently  receive  day  care  and  other 
services  within  the  State,  there  are  more 
than  145,000  additional  children  in  need 
of  such  srevices  and  that  early  screening, 
nutrition  care,  prenatal  and  postnatal 
care  and  Jin  gnostic  care  in  early  child- 
hood would  be  highly  beneficial  to  chil- 
dren in  many  communities  throughout 
the  State. 


I  am  deeply  concerned  that  this  bill 
has  been  subjected  to  a  campaign  based 
on  so  much  erroneous  information.  Per- 
sons from  my  home  State  and  from 
around  the  country  have  written,  hor- 
rified because  they  were  led  to  believe 
that  the  supporters  of  this  bill  would 
take  their  children  away  from  them.  If 
that  were  true,  I  would  be  as  horrified 
as  they  and  I  would  never  support  such 
legislation. 

But  there  is  no  truth  to  this  or  any  of 
the  other  invalid  claims  which  have  been 
made  about  this  bill.  Those  unknown 
persons  who  have  circulated  these  dis- 
tortions are  playing  on  people's  most 
basic  fears.  Yet,  I  believe  that  this  bill 
merits  the  attention  of  all  of  us  because 
it  deals  with  two  issues  which  are  very 
important — the  health  and  welfare  of 
young  children  in  this  Nation  and  ways 
to  provide  supportive  services  to  families 
to  help  them  cope  with  the  increasing 
pressures  of  our  society.  All  S.  626  tries 
to  do  is  to  make  the  improved  quality  of 
life  for  our  children  and  the  American 
family  a  higher  priority. 

It  does  this  by  setting  up  a  procedure 
through  which  groups  in  the  local  com- 
munities can  be  funded.  If  this  mecha- 
nism and  this  bill  are  not  exactly  what 
should  be  approved,  then  it  can  be 
changed.  Or,  if  better  opportunities  for 
our  children  and  their  parents  should  not 
be  a  priority  in  this  country,  then  this 
Nation  should  decide  that.  But,  we  should 
not  let  this  issue  die  at  the  hands  of  a 
fear  campaign  based  on  misinformation 
and  misunderstanding.  It  is  for  this  rea- 
son that  I  believe  the  record  must  be  set 
straight  about  the  provisions  of  S.  626 
so  that  we  might  really  confront  the  issue 
of  whether  the  Federal  Government 
should  make  additional  funds  available 
for  early  screening  diagnostic  care  and 
day-care  services. 

Many  of  the  cosponsors  of  this  bill 
have  placed  material  in  the  Record  over 
the  last  few  months  which  I  believe  is 
helpful  in  clarifying  this  debate.  And 
most  recently,  Senator  Mondale,  author 
of  this  bill  in  the  Senate,  introduced  two 
amendments  to  the  bill  to  clarify  two  of 
the  more  frequent  misinterpretations  of 
the  bill  relating  to  the  definition  of  "par- 
ent" and  the  overall  purposes  of  S.  626. 1 
believe  it  is  important  that  those  con- 
cerned individuals  who  have  written  to 
me  have  an  opportunity  to  see  these 
amendments,  an  explanation  of  these 
amendments,  a  summary  of  the  need  for 
this  legislation,  a  section-by-section 
analysis  of  the  bill,  a  statement  adopted 
by  an  interreligious  group  of  organiza- 
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tions  in  support  of  S.  626,  a  point-by- 
point  response  to  the  unsigned  flyer 
which  has  been  circulated,  and  various 
newspaper  articles  regarding  this  bill  and 
the  inaccurate  information  which  has 
been  circulated  about  it.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  I  may  have  these  materials 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  mate- 
rial was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Explanation  of  Amendments 
definition  of  parents 

One  issue  being  raised  in  other  propa- 
ganda attacks  involves  completely  false 
statements  about  the  meaning  of  the  term 
"parents"  as  defined  in  this  legislation. 

The  definition  of  parent  was  added  to  the 
bill  solely  for  the  purpose  of  clarifying — in 
the  cases  of  children  who  have  been 
adopted  or  are  living  with  a  guardian  or  are 
in  foster  care — who  is  eligible  to  serve  on  the 
parent  controlled  boards  which  govern,  select 
and  establish  any  programs  under  this  act. 
That  definition  described  a  parent  as  "any 
person  who  has  primary  day  to  day  responsi- 
bility for  any  child."  Opponents  of  the  legisla- 
tion have  seized  upon  this  definition  and 
mistakenly  alleged  that  it  would  somehow 
transfer  the  rights  and  responsibilities  of 
natural  parents  to  school  teachers  or  day  care 
workers  who  care  for  the  child  perhaps  30 
or  40  hours  per  week.  This  charge,  of  course, 
is  preposterous.  By  no  stretch  of  the  imagina- 
tion can  someone  caring  for  a  child  40  hours 
of  the  week  be  construed  to  be  the  person 
with  primary  day  to  day  responsibility  for  the 
child.  Yet,  some  opponents  of  the  legislation 
have  made  that  allegation  and  have  caused 
unnecessary  concern  to  many  decent 
Americans. 

In  order  to  underscore  and  clarify  the 
original  intent  of  this  legislation — which  has 
the  effect  of  defining  a  parent  as  a  natural 
parent  except  in  cases  of  legal  guardianship 
or  foster  care — I  am  introducing  an  amend- 
ment to  S.  626  today.  This  amendment 
should  put  to  rest  any  concern  that  the 
definition  in  the  bill  could  somehow  be  used 
to  diminish  or  interfere  with  the  rights  and 
responsibilities  of  natural  parents.  The 
amendment  states  unequivocally  that  "noth- 
ing in  this  act  shall  alter  or  interfere  in  any 
way  with  the  rights  and  responsibilities  of 
parents."  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a 
copy  of  this  amendment  appear  at  this  point 
in  my  remarks. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1389 

On  page  56,  strike  lines  3  and  4  and  insert 
therein:  "Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  alter  or 
interfere  in  any  way  with  the  rights  and  re- 
sponsibilities of  parents.  The  term  "parents" 
shall  in  no  case  include  any  person  caring  for 
the  child  in  the  capacity  of  teacher  or  day 
care  staff,  nor  shall  the  term  "parent"  in- 
clude any  other  person  on  whom  legal  guard- 
ianship of  the  child  has  not  been  conferred 
under  applicable  State  Ijw." 


DEFINITION  OF  PARTNERSHIP 

Another  aspect  of  the  bill  whech  has 
been  the  subject  of  equally  dishonest  allega- 
tions concerns  the  statement  that  any  pro- 
gram made  available  under  this  legislation 
should  be  offered  "through  a  partnership  of 
parents,  State  and  local  governments  and 
the  Federal  Government."  This  phrase, 
which  is  part  of  a  much  longer  statement  in 
section  2(b),  was  designed  simply  to  under- 
score the  intention  that  any  program  offered 
under  this  bill  include  -parent  involvement 
and  control.  Specifically,  this  phrase  was  in- 
cluded to  clarify  the  intent  of  this  bill  that 
any  program  funded  under  it  would  not  be 
operated  by  some  insensitive  and  remote 
Government  bureaucracy. 

Yet.  this  phrase  has  been  taken  out  of 
context  and  alleged  to  mean  that  parents 
and  the  Federal  Government  would  somehow 
become  "partners"  in  child  rearing. 

This  allegation  is  obviously  inaccurate  and 
dishonest.  Yet,  it  has  caused  concern  to  many 
decent  Americans  who  have  not  seen  this 
phrase  in  context,  or  understood  its  legal 
effect. 

Because  this  phrase  has  been  so  totally 
misinterpreted,  I  am  offering  an  amendment 
to  S.  626  to  strike  it  from  the  bill. 

This  amendment  is  designed  to  clarify 
that  sponsors  of  this  legislation  have  no 
desire  to  establish  the  kind  of  partnership 
which  has  been  mistakenly  alleged. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  my  amendments,  and  the  entire  state- 
ment of  findings  and  purpose  of  the  legis- 
lation in  which  the  partnership  clause  ap- 
pears, be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  amendments 
and  statement  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

Amendment  No.  1388 

On  page  3,  line  7  and  8,  strike  out  the  fol- 
lowing phrase  which  has  been  subject  to 
misunderstanding  and  is  without  legal  ef- 
fect: "Through  a  partnership  of  parents, 
State  and  local  government  and  the  Federal 
Government". 

STATEMENT  OF  FINDINGS  AND  PURPOSE 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  Congress  finds  that — 

(1)  the  family  is  the  primary  and  the  most 
fundamental  influence  on  children; 

(2)  child  and  family  service  programs  must 
build  upon  and  strengthen  the  role  of  the 
family  and  must  be  provided  on  a  voluntary 
basis  only  to  children  whose  parents  or  legal 
guardians  reqtxest  such  services,  with  a  view 
toward  offering  families  the  options  they  be- 
lieve are  most  appropriate  for  their  par- 
ticular needs; 

(3)  although  there  have  been  increased 
services  for  children  of  working  mothers  and 
single  parents  and  although  Headstart  and 
similar  programs  have  provided  supplemen- 
tal educational  and  other  services  for  chil- 
dren, such  services  have  not  been  made 
available  to  families  to  the  extent  that  par- 
ents consider  necessary,  there  are  many  other 
children  whose  parents  are  working  full  or 


78 


part  time  without  adequate  arrangements 
for  their  children,"  and  there  are  many  chil- 
dren whose  families  lack  sufficient  resources 
who  do  not  receive  adequate  health,  nutri- 
tional, educational  and  other  services; 

(4)  it  is  essential  that  the  planning  and 
operation  of  such  programs  be  undertaken 
as  a  partnership  of  parents,  community,  pri- 
vate agencies  and  State  and  local  govern- 
mehT^wT£h7approp~rTate  supportive  assistance 
from  the  Federal  Government. 

(b)  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  Act  to  pro- 
vide a  variety  of  quality  child  and  family 
services  in  order  to  assist  parents  who  re- 
quest such  services,  with  priority  to  those 
preschool  children  and  families  with  the 
greatest  economic  or  human  needs,  in  a  man- 
ner designed  to  strengthen  family  life  and 
to  insure  decisionmaking  at  the  community 
level,  with  direct  participation  of  the  par- 
ents of  the  children  served  and  other  in- 
dividuals and  organizations  in  the  com- 
munity interested  in  child  and  family  service 
(making  the  best  possible  use  of  public  and 
private  resources),  through  a  partnership  of 
parents,  State  and  local  government  and  the 
Federal  Government,  building  upon  the  ex- 
perience and  success  of  Headstart  and  other 
existing  programs. 


Child  and  Family  Serv; 


Act 


needs 

The  infant  mortality  rate  in  the  United 
States  is  higher  than  that  of  13  other  nations. 

Each  year  an  estimated  200,000  children 
are  struck  by  handicaps  which  could  have 
been  prevented  if  their  mothers  had  received 
early  health  care. 

Forty  percent  of  the  young  children  of  this 
country  are  not  fully  immunized  against 
childhood  diseases. 

Sixty-five  percent  of  all  handicapped  pre- 
school children  are  not  receiving  special  serv- 
ices. 

There  are  only  one  million  spaces  In  li- 
censed day  care  homes  and  centers  to  serve 
the  six  million  preschool  children  whose 
mothers  are  working. 

PROPOSED  services 
The  bill  authorizes  funding  for  local  com- 
munities and  parent  organizations  to  choose 
among  a  wide  variety  of  child  and  family 
services,  including:  prenatal  health  care; 
medical  treatment  to  detect  and  remedy 
handicaps;  nutrition  assistance;  and  day  care 
services  for  children  of  working  mothers.  The 
bill  does  not  provide  for  compulsory  pre- 
school education. 

PARENT    CONTROL 

Participation  in  all  programs  is  totally 
voluntary,  and  limited  to  children  whose 
parents  request  services. 

All  programs  would  be  selected,  established 
and  controlled  by  parents  whose  children 
participate. 

FAMILY  STRENGTHENING 

The  bill  states  that  "the  family  is  the  pri- 
mary and  most  fundamental  influence  on 
children"  and  that  "child  and  family  service 


programs  must  build  upon  and  strengthen 
the  role  of  the  family". 

The  bill  has  been  specifically  endorsed  as 
family  strengthening  by  a  wide  range  of  civic 
and  religious  organizations  including  the 
Catholic  Church,  the  Baptist  Church,  the 
United  Methodist  Church  and  the  Lutheran 
Church. 

Child   and  Family  Services  Act  of    1975 — 
S.  626 

SFCTION-BY-SECTION    ANALYSIS 

Section  1 
Section  2 

Statement  of  Findings  and  Purpose. — 
Finds  that  "the  family  is  the  primary  and 
most  fundamental  influence  on  children; 
that  child  and  family  services  must  build 
upon  and  strentghen  the  role  of  the  family 
and  must  be  provided  on  a  voluntary  basis 
only  to  children  whose  parents  request  them" 
with  priority  for  preschool  children  with  the 
greatest  economic  and  human  need;  that 
there  is  a  lack  of  adequate  child  and  family 
services;  and  that  there  is  a  necessarity  for 
planning  and  operation  of  programs  as  part- 
nership of  parents,  community,  state  and 
local  governments,  with  appropriate  federal 
supportive  assistance. 

Purpose  is  to  "provide  a  variety  of  quality 
child  and  family  services  in  order  to  assist 
parents  who  reqxiest  such  services,  with  pri- 
ority to  those  preschool  children  and  families 
with  the  greatest  economic  orhuman  needs, 
in  a  manner  designed  to  strengthen  family 
life  and  to  insure  decision-making  at  the 
community  level"  and  provide  decision-mak- 
ing with  direct  parent  participation  through 
a  partnership  of  parents,  State,  local  and 
Federal  government. 

Section  3 

Authorization  of  Appropriations .—  Author- 
izes $150  million  for  fiscal  1976  and  $200 
million  for  FY  1977  for  training,  planning, 
and  technical  assistance  and  $500  million  in 
FY  1977  and  $1  billion  in  FY  1978  for  pro- 
gram operation.  Headstart  would  be  funded 
under  separate  authority,  and  its  funding 
protected  by  a  requirement  that  no  opera- 
tional funds  could  be  appropriated  for  this 
new  program  unless  and  until  Headstart  is 
funded  at  the  level  it  received  In  FY  1975  or 
FY  1976,  whichever  is  higher. 

Forward  funding  is  authorized. 

TITLE  I — CHILD  AND  FAMILY  SERVT-  Li 
PROGRAMS 

Section  101 

Establishes  Office  of  Child  and  Family 
Services  in  HEW  to  assume  the  responsi- 
bilities of  the  Office  of  Child  Development 
and  serve  as  principal  agency  for  admin- 
istration of  this  Act;  and  Child  and  Family 
Services  Coordinating  Council  with  repre- 
sentatives from  various  federal  agencies  to 
assure  coordination  of  federal  programs  In 
the  field. 

Section  102 

Financial  Assistance. — Define  purposes  for 
which  federal  funds  can  be  used:   (1)  plan- 
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ning  and  developing  programs,  (2)  estab- 
lishing, maintaining,  and  operating  pro- 
grams, including  part-day  or  full-day  child 
care  in  the  home,  in  group  homes,  or  in  other 
child  care  facilities;  other  specially  designed 
programs  such  as  after-school  programs; 
family  services,  including  in-home  and  in- 
schooi  services;  information  and  referral 
services  to  aid  families  in  selecting  child  and 
family  services;  prenatal  care;  programs  to 
meet  special  needs  of  minorities,  Indians, 
migrants  and  bilingual  children;  food  and 
nutrition  services;  diagnosis  of  handicaps  or 
barriers  to  full  participation  in  child  and 
family  services  programs;  special  services  for 
handicapped  children  within  regular  pro- 
grams; programs  to  extend  child  and  family 
service  gains,  including  parent  participation, 
into  the  elementary  schools;  (3)  rental,  reno- 
vation, acquisition,  or  construction  of  facil- 
ities, including  mobile  facilities;  (4)  pre- 
service  and  inservice  training;  (5)  staff  and 
administrative  expenses  of  councils  and  com- 
mittees required  by  the  Act;  and  (6)  dissem- 
ination of  information  to  families. 
Section  103 

Allocation  of  Funds. — Reserves  funds  pro- 
portionately for  migrant  and  Indian  children, 
not  less  than  10%  for  services  to  handicapped 
children,  and  not  less  than  5%  for  monitor- 
ing and  enforcement  of  standards. 

Allocates  the  remainder  among  the  states 
and  within  the  states,  50%  according  to  rela- 
tive number  of  economically  disadvantaged 
children,  25%  according  to  relative  number 
of  children  through  age  five,  and  25%  ac- 
cording to  relative  number  of  children  of 
working  mothers  and  single  parents. 

Allows  use  of  tip  to  5%  of  a  state's  alloca- 
tion for  special  state  programs  under  Section 
108. 

Section  104 

Prime  Sponsors. — States,  localities,  com- 
binations of  localities  or  public  and  non- 
profit organizations  are  eligible  to  serve  as 
prime  sponsors. 

The  bills  current  provisions  establish  per- 
formance criteria  for  prime  sponsor;  demon- 
strated interest  in  and  capability  of  running 
comprehensive  programs,  including  coordina- 
tion of  all  services  for  children  within  the 
prime  sponsorship  area;  assurances  of  non- 
federal share;  establishment  of  a  Child  and 
Family  Services  Council  (CFSC)  to  admin- 
ister and  coordinate  programs. 

Public  or  private  nonprofit  organizations 
can  serve  as  prime  sponsors  with  priority  on 
governmental  units.  Any  locality  or  combi- 
nation of  localities  which  submits  an  appli- 
cation meeting  the  performance  criteria  may 
be  designated  prime  sponsor  if  the  Secretary 
determines  it  has  the  capacity  to  carry  out 
comprehensive  and  effective  programs.  The 
state  may  be  designated  prime  sponsor  for  all 
areas  where  local  prime  sponsors  do  not  ap- 
ply or  cannot  meet  the  performance  criteria, 
provided  that  the  state  meets  the  perform- 
ance criteria  and  divides  its  area  of  juris- 
diction into  local  service  areas  with  local 
child  and  family  services  councils  which  ap- 
prove   the   relevant   portions    of   the   state's 


plan  and  contracts  for  operation  of  programs 
within  the  local  service  areas. 

The  Secretary  may  fund  directly  an  In- 
dian tribe  to  carry  out  programs  on  a  reser- 
vation. He  may  also  fund  public  or  private 
nonprofit  agencies  to  operate  migrant  pro- 
grams, model  programs,  or  programs  where 
no  prime  sponsor  has  been  designated  or 
where  a  designated  prime  sponsor  is  not 
meeting  certain  needs. 

Directs  the  Secretary  to  designate  an  alter- 
native to  any  prime  sponsor  discriminating 
against  minority  group  children  or  econom- 
ically disadvantaged  children. 

Provides  opportunity  for  Governor  to  com- 
ment on  prime  sponsorship  applications  and 
provides  appeal  procedure  for  applicants  who 
are  disapproved. 

The  sponsors  want  to  particularly  empha- 
size that  as  the  bill  is  considered  they  in- 
tend to  invite  the  testimony  of  representa- 
tives of  Federal,  State,  and  local  government, 
as  well  as  other  experts,  with  respect  to  the 
best  allocation  of  responsibility  among  vari- 
ous levels  of  government  which  will  insure 
parental  involvement,  local  diversity  to  meet 
local  needs  and  appropriate  State  involve- 
ment to  assure  coordination  and  maximum 
utilization  of  available  resources. 
Section  105 

Child  and  Family  Service  Councils. — Sets 
forth  composition,  method  of  selection,  and 
functions  of  councils.  Half  of  members  must 
be  parents,  selected  by  parents  of  children 
served  by  programs  under  the  Act.  The  re- 
maining members  appointed  by  the  prime 
sponsor  in  consultation  with  parent  mem- 
bers, to  be  broadly  representative  of  the  gen- 
eral public,  including  representatives  of  pri- 
vate agencies  in  the  prime  sponsorship  area 
operating  programs  of  child  and  family  serv- 
ices and  at  least  one  specialist  in  child  and 
family  services.  At  least  one-third  of  the  total 
council  to  be  economically  disadvantaged. 

A  state  prime  sponsor  must  establish  coun- 
cils at  the  state  level  and  for  each  local  serv- 
ice area.  Parent  members  of  the  state  coun- 
cil to  be  selected  by  parent  members  of  local 
councils. 

Council  approves  goals,  policies,  action  and 
procedures  of  prime  sponsors,  including  plan- 
ning, personnel,  budgeting,  funding  of  proj- 
ects, and  monitoring  and  evaluation. 

Section  106 
Child  and  Family  Service  Plans. — Requires 
that  prime  sponsor  submit  plan  before  re- 
ceiving funds.  Plan  must  "provide  that  pro- 
grams or  services  under  this  title  shall  be 
provided  only  for  children  whose  parents 
request  them";  identify  needs  and  purposes 
for  which  fitnds  will  be  used;  give  priority 
to  children  who  have  net  reached  six  years 
of  age;  reserve  65  percent  of  the  funds  for 
economically  disadvantaged  children,  and 
priority  thereafter  to  children  of  single  par- 
ents  and  working  mothers:  provide  free  serv- 
ices for  children  of  families  below  the  Bu- 
reau of  Labor  Statistics  lower  living  stand- 
ards budget  and  establish  a  sliding  fee  sched- 
ule based  on  ability  to  pay  for  families  above 
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that  income  level;  include  to  the  extent 
feasible,  children  from  a  range  of  socioeco- 
nomic backgrounds;  meet  the  special  needs 
of  minority  group,  migrant,  and  bilingual 
children;  provide  for  direct  parent  participa- 
tion in  programs,  including  employment  of 
parents  and  others  from  the  community  with 
opportunity  for  career  advancement;  estab- 
lish procedures  for  approval  of  project  appli- 
cations with  priority  consideration  for  on- 
going programs  and  applications  submitted 
by  public  and  private  non-profit  organiza- 
tions; provide  for  coordination  with  other 
]  rime  sponsors  and  with  other  child  care  and 
related  programs  to  the  area;  provide  for 
monitoring  and  evaluation  to  assure  pro- 
grams meet  federal  standards;  where  pos- 
sible, supplement  fi ..Ids  provided  by  this  Act 
wiLb  assistance  from  other  sources. 

Requires  that  the  Governor,  all  local  edu- 
cation agencies,  Headstart  and  community 
action  agencies  have  the  opportunity  to  com- 
ment on  the  plan. 

Establishes  appeal  procedures  if  plans  are 
disapproved. 

Section  107 

Project  Applications. — Provides  for  grants 
from  prime,  sponsor  to  public  or  private  or- 
c  anizaztions  to  carry  out  programs  under  the 
prime  sponsor  plan  pursuant  to  a  project 
application  approved  by  the  CSFC. 

The  project  applicant  must  establish  a  par- 
ent policy  committee  (PPC),  composed  of  at 
least  10  members  with  50%  parents  of  chil- 
dren served  by  the  project,  at  least  one  child 
care  specialist,  and  other  representatives  of 
the  community  approved  by  the  parent  mem- 
bers. The  PPC  must  participate  in  the  devel- 
opment of  project  applications  and  must  ap- 
prove basic  goals,  policies,  action  and  pro- 
cedures of  the  applicant,  including  person- 
nel, budgeting,  location  of  center,  and  eval- 
uation of  projects. 

The  application  must:  provide  for  training 
and  administrative  expenses  of  the  PPC; 
guarantee  free  services  for  economically  dis- 
advantaged children  with  fees  according  to 
the  fee  schedule  for  other  children;  assure 
direct  participation  of  parents  and  other 
family  members,  including  employment  op- 
portunities; provide  for  dissemination  of  in- 
formation on  the  project  to  parents  and  the 
community;  and  provide  opportunities  for 
the  participation  of  children,  regardless  of 
patricipation  in  nonpublic  school  programs. 
Section  108 

Special  Grants  to  States. — Authorises  spe- 
cial grants  to  the  states,  on  approval  of  Sec- 
retary, to  establish  a  child  and  family  serv- 
ices information  program  to  assess  goals  and 
needs  in  state;  to  coordinate  all  state  child 
care  and  related  services;  to  develop  and  en- 
force state  licensing  codes  for  child  care  fa- 
cilities; and  to  assist  public  and  private  agen- 
cies in  acquiring  or  improving  such  facilities. 
A  state  must  establsh  a  Child  and  Family 
Services  Council  to  receive  a  special  grant. 

Section  109 
Additional    Conditions   for   Programs   In- 
cluding Construction  or  Acquisition. — Allows 
federal  funding  for  construction  or  acquisi- 


tion only  where  no  alternatives  are  practi- 
cable, and  provides  federal  funding  for 
alternation,  remodeling,  and  renovation.  Pro- 
vides that  no  more  than  15  %  of  a  prime 
sponsor's  funds  may  be  used  for  construc- 
tion; that  no  more  than  half  of  that  may 
be  in  the  form  of  grants  rather  than  loans, 
limited  to  public  and  private  non-profit 
agencies,  organizations,  and  institutions. 

Section  110 
Use  of  Public  Facilities  for  Child  and 
Family  Service  Progra,rns. — Requires  that  fed- 
eral government  and  prime  sponsors  make 
available  for  child  and  family  service  pro- 
grams facilities  they  own  or  lease,  when  they 
are  net  fully  utilized  for  their  usual  purposes. 

Section  111 

Payments. — Provides  100%  federal  share 
for  planning  in  FY  1976,  90%  federal  share 
for  fiscal  1977  and  1978,  80%  for  subsequent 
fiscal  years.  Provides  100%  federal  share  for 
programs  for  migrants  and  Indians,  and 
allows  waiver  of  part  of  all  of  non -federal 
share  where  necessary  to  meet  needs  of 
economically  disadvantage  children. 

Non-federal  share  may  be  in  cash  or  in 
kind.  Revenues  generated  by  fees  may  not 
be  used  as  non-federal  share  but  must  be 
used  by  prime  sponsor  to  expand  programs. 

I'-viV.    II— STANDARDS,    ENFOaCEMSK?.    AVO 
EVALUATION 

Section  201 
JFed'rui  Standards  for  Child  Cure. — Au- 
thorizes a  national  committee  on  federal 
standards,  with  one-half  parent  participa- 
tion, to  establish  standards  for  all  child 
care  services  programs  funded  by  this  or 
any  other  federal  act.  The  1968  Interagency 
Day  Care  Requirements  would  continue  to 
apply  until  such  standards  are  promulgated, 
and  any  new  standards  must  be  consistent 
with  the  1068  Requirements. 

Tae  Secretary  must  submit  the  proposed 
standards  for  approval  to  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  and  the 
House  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor. 
No  prime  sponsor  or  project  applicant  is  al- 
lowed to  reduce  services  below  these  stand- 
ards. 

Section  202 

Development  of  Uniform  Code  for  Facili- 
ties.— Requires  a  committee  to  develop  a 
uniform  minimum  code  dealing  with  health 
and  safety  of  children  and  applicable  to  ail 
facilities  funded  by  this  Act. 
Section  203 

Program  Monitoring  and  Enforcement.— 
Requires  the  Secretary  through  The  Office  of 
Child  and  Family  Services,  to  establish  an 
adequately  trained  staff  to  periodically 
monitor  programs  to  assure  compliance  v/itu 
the  child  care  standards  and  other  require- 
ments of  the  Act. 

Section  204 

Withholding  of  Grants. — Provides  proce- 
dure for  withholding  of  funds  to  programs 
which  have  failed  to  comply  with  standards 
or  requirements  of  the  Act. 
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Section  205 
Criteria  With  Respect  to  Fee  Schedi 

Requires  Secretary  to  establish  criteria  few 
adoption  of  the  schedule  based  on  family 
size  and  ability  to  pay  with  considerations 
for  regional  differences  of  the  cost  of  living. 
The  criteria  must  be  submitted  for  approval 
by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Labor  and  Pub- 
lic Welfare  and  the  House  Committee  on 
Education  and  Labor. 

Section  206 
Evaluation. — Requires    the     Secretary     to 
make  annual  evaluations  and  report  to  Con- 
gress on  federal  child  family  services  activi- 
ties. 

TITLE  III — RESEARCH  AND  DEMONSTRATIONS 

Section  301 
Research  and  Demonstration. — Authorizes 
child  and  family  services  research  and  re- 
quires that  the  Office  of  Child  and  Family 
Services  coordinate  research  by  federal  agen- 
cies. 

TITLE  It    -TRAINING  OF  PERSONNEL  FOR  CHILD 
AND  FAMILY  SERVICES 

Section  401 
Preservice    and   Inservice    Training. — Pro- 
vides   for    training    of   personnel,    Including 
volunteers,   employed   in   programs    assisted 
v.nder  this  Act. 

Section  402 
Technical  Assistance  and  Planning. — Pro- 
vides technical  assistance  to  child  and  fam- 
ily services  programs. 

TITLE  V GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Section  501 

Definitions—  Defines  terms  used  in  the 
Act. 

Section  502 

Nutrition  Services. — Requires  that  proce- 
dures be  established  to  assure  adequate  nu- 
trition services  in  programs  under  the  Act, 
including  use  of  Section  13  (special  food  serv- 
ice programs)  of  the  School  Lunch  Act  and 
the  Child  Nutrition  Act. 

Section  503 
Special  Provisions. — Anti-discrinvn.aion 
provisions,  including  separate  provisions  on 
sex  dLsci  imination.  Requires  that  programs 
meet  the  minimum  wage.  Prohibits  use  ol 
funds  for  constructing,  operating  or  main- 
taining facilities  for  sectarian  instruction 
of  religious  workshop. 

Section  504 
Special  Prohibitions  and  Protections. — 
States  chat  "Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  con- 
strued or  applied  in  such  a  manner  as  to  in- 
fringe upon  or  usurp  the  moral  and  legal 
righes  and  responsibilities  of  parents  or 
guardians  with  respect  to  the  moral,  mental, 
emotional,  physical,  or  other  development  of 
their  children.  Nor  shall  any  section  of  this 
Act  be  construed  or  applied  in  such  a  man- 
ner as  to  permit  any  invasion  of  privacy 
otherwise  protected  by  law,  or  to  abridge  any 
legal  remedies  for  any  such  invasion  which 
are  otherwise  provided  by  law." 


Section  505 
Public  Information. — Requires  that  all  ap- 
plications, plans,  and  written  material  per- 
taining   thereto   be    made   available   to    the 
public  without  charge. 

Section  506 
Repeal  or  Amendment  of  Existing  Author- 
ity and  Coordination. 

Section  507 
Acceptance  of  Funds. 

Interreligious  Statement  on  the  Child  and 
Family  Services  Bill 

In  December  of  1971  both  the  House  and 
the  Senate  passed  the  Comprehensive  Child 
Development  Act  of  1971.  Supported  by  a 
coalition  of  poverty  and  civil  rights  groups, 
labor  unions,  women's  groups,  churches,  edu- 
cators, and  community  and  citizens  organi- 
zations, the  bill  would  have  amended  Title  V 
of  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act  "to  pro- 
vide every  child  (through  age  14)  with  a  fair 
and  full  opportunity  to  reach  his  full  po- 
tential by  establishing  and  expanding  com- 
prehensive child  development  programs." 
This  bill  was  vetoed  by  President  Nixon. 

In  February  of  1975,  Sen.  Mondale  (D- 
Minn.)  introduced  a  very  similar  bill.  S.  626, 
The  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  of  1975. 
Rep.  Brademas  (D-Ind.)  introduced  a  com- 
panion bill  (H.R.  2966)  in  the  House.  This 
bill  would  establish  programs  of  part-day  and 
full-day  child  care,  prenatal  care,  special 
services  for  minority  group  children,  food 
and  nutrition  programs,  aid  for  handicapped 
children,  and  various  types  of  assistance  tc 
families  with  special  needs. 

The  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  is  now 
under  atack  by  groups  and  individuals 
charging  that  it  would  give  government  un- 
due authority  over  family  life.  In  fact,  some 
groups  have  charged  that  the  proposed  legis- 
lation would  make  the  "government  respon- 
sible for  .  .  .  the  religious  interests  of  your 
child,"  give  "children  the  right  to  protection 
from  any  excessive  claims  made  on  them  by 
their  parents,"  and  make  preschool  education 
"compulsory"  for  all  children  beginning  at 
age  three. 

These  charges  are  totally  inaccurate.  There 
is  nothing  in  this  legislation  that  relates  to 
religious  preferences  or  religious  instruction; 
nothing  that  relates  to  or  alters  the  existing 
legal  relationship  between  parents  and  their 
children;  and  nothing  that  provides  for  com- 
pulsory preschool  education,  or  for  compul- 
sory service  of  any  kind. 

What  it  seeks  to  do,  instead,  is  to  strength- 
en and  support  families  in  their  efforts  to 
provide  their  children — on  a  totally  volun- 
tary basis — with  the  basic  health  education 
and  other  services  they  want  for  them  but 
too  often  cannot  afford.  Thus,  it  authorizes 
funding  for  a  variety  of  child  and  family 
services  including  prenatal  health  care,  med- 
ical treatment  to  detect  and  remedy  handi- 
capping conditions,  and  day  care  services  for 
children  of  working  parents. 

Most  importantly,  any  and  all  of  these 
programs  are  totally  voluntary,  and  limited 
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to  children  whose  parents  request  the  serv- 
ices. Parent  control  is  further  assured  by 
requirements  that  all  programs  would  be 
selected,  established  and  controlled  by  par- 
ents whose  children  participate  in  them. 

A  careful  reading  of  the  bill  reveals  that 
It  will  support  families,  not  weaken  them. 
The  bill  states,  for  example,  that  the  "fam- 
ily is  the  primary  and  most  fundamental 
influence  on  children"  and  that  "child  and 
family  service  programs  must  build  upon  and 
strengthen  the  role  of  the  family." 

The  need  for  legislation  of  this  kind  is 
clear.  The  infant  mortality  rate  in  the  United 
States  is  higher  than  that  of  thirteen  other 
nations.  Each  year  an  estimated  200,000  chil- 
dren are  struck  by  handicaps  which  could 
have  been  prevented  if  their  mothers  had 
received  early  health  care.  Forty  percent  of 
the  young  children  of  this  country  are  not 
fully  immunized  against  childhood  diseases. 
Sixty-five  percent  of  all  handicapped  pre- 
school children  are  not  receiving  special 
services.  There  are  only  one  million  spaces 
in  licensed  day  care  homes  and  centers  to 
ser\je  the  six  million  preschool  children 
whose  parents  are  working. 

Debate  over  legislative  proposals  such  as 
this  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  should 
be  based  on  the  facts,  and  decided  on  the 
merits.  To  do  otherwise — to  misrepresent  the 
purpose  and  provisions  of  the  legislation  un- 
der discussion — is  a  disservice  to  all  Ameri- 
cans concerned  about  families  and  children. 

American  Jewish  Committee,  Ms.  Anne 
Wolfe,  Director,  Social  Welfare. 

Christian  Church  (Disciples  of  Christ) , 
Disciples  Peace  Fellowship. 

Christian  Church  (Disciples  of  Christ) , 
Department  of  Church  in  Society,  Division 
of  Homeland  Ministries. 

Church  of  the  Brethren,  Washington  Office. 

Friends  Committee  on  National  Legisla- 
tion. 

National  Conference  of  Catholic  Charities. 

National  Council  of  Churches. 

Lutheran  Children's  and  Family  Services, 
St.  Louis.  Missouri. 

National  Council  of  Jewish  Women,  Mrs. 
Esther  R.  Landa,  National  President. 

Network. 

Synagogue  Council  of  America. 

United  Church  of  Christ,  Center  for  Social 
Action. 

United  Methodist  Church,  Women's  Divi- 
sion, Board  of  Global  Ministries. 

United  Presbyterian  Church,  U.S.A..  Wash- 
ington Office. 


Memorandum  :  Attacks  on  Child  and  Family 
Services  Bill 

1.  Unsigned  Flyers  entitled:  "Raising  Chil- 
dren— Government's  or   Parents   Right?" 
attack 

"There  is  before  Congress  legislation  known 
as  the  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  of  1975 
(Senate:  S.  626  and  House:  H.R.  2966).  If 
passed  it  would  take  the  responsibility  of  the 
parents  to  raise  their  children  and  give  it  to 
the  Government." 


This  bill  would  in  no  way  taKe  the  respon- 
sibility for  child  rearing  away  from  parents. 
All  programs  authorized  in  the  bill  (S.  626 
and  H.R.  2966,  Section  2(a)  (2) )  "must  build 
upon  and  strengthen  the  role  of  the  family 
and  must  be  provided  on  a  voluntary  basis 
only  to  children  whose  parents  or  guardians 
request  such  services."  In  addition,  any  prac- 
tice which  would  "infringe  or  usurp  the 
moral  and  legal  responsibilities  of  parents  or 
guardians"  is  specifically  prohibited  (Section 
504(a)  ). 

ATTACK 

■Child  Advocacy  Clause.  In  the  Congres- 
sional Record  we  read:  'If,  hi  the  judgement 
of  those  who  are  in  charge  of  such  a  program 
(the  State  by  way  of  the  Secretary  of  Health. 
Education  and  Welfare),  parents  are  not 
doing  a  good  job,  the  advocate  (a  "specialist" 
appointed  by  the  government)  would  enter 
the  home  and  direct  the  education,  even 
within  the  home.  And,  if  the  parent  would 
object,  the  authority  in  the  home  would, 
DeFacto,  be  transferred  to  these  advocated 
(sic).'" 

FACT 

While  this  material  may  have  appeared  in 
the  Congressional  Record  (although  an  ex- 
hausive  Record  search  has  failed  to  discover 
it),  it  is  categorically  false  to  contend  that: 
(a)  such  language  appears  in  S.  626  or  H.R. 
2966;  (b)  such  beliefs  are  held  or  advocated 
by  any  of  the  sponsors  of  S.  626  or  H.R.  2966; 
or  (c)  that  any  "child  Advocacy  clause"  of 
any  kind  appears  in  the  bill  (See  "Special 
Note  on  the  Congressional  Record"  below). 

ATTACK 

"Charter  of  Children's  Rights  of  the  Na- 
tional Council  of  Civil  Liberties  is  becoming 
a  part  of  this  Child  Development  Act." 

The  flyers  go  on  to  list  the  following  items 
in  this  charter,  alleging  that  they  can  "be 
found  on  page  44138  of  the  Congressional 
Record" : 

"(1)  All  Children  have  the  right  of  pro- 
tection from,  and  compensation  for  the  con- 
sequences of  any  inadequacies  in  their  homes 
and  backgrounds.  (Note:  In  other  words, 
never  punish  your  child  because  he  may 
come  back  to  you  with  a  civil  suit.) " 

"(2)  Children  have  the  right  to  protection 
from  any  excessive  claims  made  on  them  by 
their  parents  or  authority.  The  question  was 
asked,  by  way  of  example,  what  do  you  mean 
by  the  fact  'Excessive  claim',  and  the  ex- 
ample was  given,  'If  the  mother  or  father 
asked  the  child  to  take  the  garbage  out  and 
the  child  doesn't  want  to,  the  parents  have 
no  right  to  insist  on  it.'  " 

"(3)  Children  have  the  right  to  freedom 
from  religious  or  political  indoctrination. 
That  means  that  you  have  no  right  to  in- 
sist on  taking  them  to  church,  if  they  do 
not  wish  to  go.  That  also  means  they  have 
the  freedom  to  insist  that  they  be  taught 
nothing,  or  any  ideas,  about  God." 

"(4)  Children  shall  have  the  freedom  to 
make  complaints  about  teachers,  parents  and 
others  without  fear  of  reprisals.  This  speaks 
for  itself." 


83 


No  such  language  or  "charter"  has  ever 
been  proposed,  included  or  even  considered 
for  the  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  or  any 
related  piece  of  legislation.  This  "charter" 
initially  surfaced  during  Senate  debate  on 
December  2,  1971  on  the  Conference  Report 
on  the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  Act. 
which  included  child  care  provisions.  Sena- 
tor Carl  T.  Curtis  (R-Nebraska) ,  an  opponent 
of  this  measure,  said,  "In  England,  child  de- 
velopment advocates  have  gone  so  far  as  to 
draft  a  charter  of  children's  rights."  Curtis 
continued  by  reading  from  something  he 
called  the  Charter  of  Children's  Rights"  of 
"the  British  Advisory  Center  of  Education 
and  the  National  Council  for  Civil  Liberties." 
Thus,  these  so-called  "rights",  never  in- 
cluded in  this  legislation,  and  were  never 
advocated  by  sponsors  of  this  legislation.  In 
fact,  the  "Council"  cited  is  not  even  an 
American  organization.  (See  "Special  Note  on 
the  Congressional  Record"  below). 

S.  626  and  H.R.  2966  specifically  state  in 
Section  504(a)  that  "Nothing  in  this  Act 
shall  be  construed  or  applied  in  such  a  man- 
ner as  to  infringe  upon  or  usurp  the  moral 
and  legal  rights  and  responsibilities  of  par- 
ents or  guardians  with  respect  to  the  moral, 
mental,  emotional,  physical,  or  other  devel- 
opment of  their  children.  Nor  shall  any  sec- 
tion of  this  Act  be  construed  or  applied  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  permit  any  invasion  of 
privacy  otherwise  protected  by  law,  or  to 
abridge  any  legal  remedies  for  any  such  in- 
vasion which  are  otherwise  provided  by  law.-' 


••Can  the  Government  Take  Away  Your 
Children?  Comprehensive  child  development, 
the  SOVIET-style  system  of  communal  child 
rearing  which  almost  became  law  in  this 
country  in  1971  is  once  again  being  pushed 
through  Congress.  The  current  bills  H.R. 
2966  (House  of  Representatives)  S.  626  (Sen- 
ate), are  virtually  identical  to  the  original 
act  passed  in  1971,  but  fortunately  vetoed  by 
the  then  president,  Nixon.  Now  it  is  known 
as  the  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  of  1975 
and  any  changes  are  merely  cosmetic." 

"In  vetoing  the  original  bill  which  would 
have  removed  children  from  their  parent's 
instruction  shortly  after  birth,  Mr.  Nixon 
said  that  it  would  weaken  the  American 
family  by  committing  "vast  moral  authority 
of  the  national  government  to  the  side  of 
communal  approaches  to  child  rearing  over 
against  the  family  oriented  approach."  " 

"We  are  in  serious  danger  of  'Sovietizing' 
the  education  of  our  children  if  we  let  the 
Child  and  Family  Services  Act  of  1975  pass. 
Those  who  support  this  Act  in  the  Congress 
are  convinced  that  It  will  'Sail  through  the 
House'  " 

FACT 

This  charge  is  of  course,  absurd  and  irre- 
sponsible. The  sponsors  of  the  bill  have 
carefully  drafted  it  to  protect  the  rights  of 
parents  and  their  children: 

First,  participation  in  the  program  is  com- 
pletely voluntary.  Children  cannot  partic- 
ipate without  the  specific  request  of  a  parent 


or  legal  guardian.  (Section  2{&)  (2)  and  Sec- 
tion 106(b) (1) ) 

Second,  the  bill  prohibits  any  practice 
which  would  "infringe  upon  or  usurp  the 
moral  and  legal  rights  and  responsibilities  of 
parents  or  guardians."  (Section  504(a)) 

Third,  a  child  cannot  be  tested  unless  the 
parent  or  guardian  is  Informed  and  given  the 
opportunity  to  exempt  the  child  from  test- 
.tig.  (Section  504(a)  )      , 

Fourth,  unlike  the  public  school  program, 
the  child  and  family  services  programs  are 
totally  voluntary. 

ATTACK 

'According  to  the  Congressional  Record, 
the  intent  of  the  bill  Is  for  the  government  to 
be  responsible  .  .  .  for  the  nutritional  in- 
terests of  your  child,  for  all  psychological  in- 
terests of  your  child." 

FACT 

This  statement  is  totally  Inaccurate  and 
irrelevant  to  the  legislation. 

The  intent  of  the  bill  is  (Section  ?vb)  ) 
':o  provide  a  variety  of  quality  child  and 
family  services  in  order  to  assist  parents 
Alio  request  such  services,  with  priority  to 
these  preschool  children  and  families  with 
the  greatest  need,  in  a  manner  designed  to 
strengthen  family  life  and  to  insure  deci- 
sion-making at  the  community  level,  with 
direct  participation  of  the  parents  of  The 
children  served  and  other  individuals  and 
organizations  in  the  community  interested 
in  child  and  family  service  (making  the  best 
possible  use  of  public  and  private  resources) , 
through  a  partnership  of  parents,  State  and 
local  government,  and  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, building  upon  the  experience  and 
success  of  Headstart  and  other  existing  pro- 
grams." (See  "Special  Note  on  the  Congres- 
sional Record"  below) . 

In  fact,  the  bill  specifically  prohibits  any 
medical  or  psychological  examination  or 
treatment  unless  a  child's  parent  or  guard- 
ian provides  written  permission.  (Section 
504(C)). 

ATTACK 

'  The  following  excerpts  are  laiten  from  the 
Congressional  Record:  'What  is  at  is^ue  is 
whether  the  parent  shall  continue  u>  have 
the  right  to  form  the  character  of  the  chil- 
dren or  whether  the  state,  with  all  its  power 
and  magnitude,  shall  be  given  the  decisive 
tools  and  technique  for  forming  the  young 
lives  of  the  children  of  this  country.*  " 

"  'As  a  matter  of  the  child's  right,  the  gov- 
ernment shall  exert  control  over  the  family 
because  we  have  recognized  that  the  child  is 
not  the  care  of  the  parents,  but  the  care  of 
r.".-.e  state  (sic).  We  recognize  further  that 
rot  parental,  but  communal  forms  of  up- 
bringing have  an  unquestionable  superiority 
v'er  all  other  forms.  Furthermore,  there  1? 
jrious  question  that  maybe  v.e  cannot  trust 
the  family  to  prepare  young  children  in  this 
country  for  this  new  kind  of  world  which  Is 
emerging.'  H 

"This  all  smells  of  Communism.  This  Is 
v.  hat  in  fact  has  been  and  is  being  done  In 
Soviet  Russia.  This  is  what  can  become  the 
law  of  our  land,  if  the  Child   and  Family 
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Service  Act  of  1975  is  passed  by  the  Con- 
gress. We  elected  this  Congress,  but  do  we 
know  what  they  are  attempting  to  do  to  our 
freedoms  and  our  rights?" 


FACT 

These  citations,  if  they  did  in  fact  appear 
in  the  Congressional  Record,  are  diametri- 
cally opposed  to  the  purpose  and  intent  of 
the  bill. 

First,  the  programs  are  completely  volun- 
tary.   (Section  2(a)(2)    and  Section  106(b) 

(D> 

Second,  the  precisely  stated  purpose  of  the 
legislation  is  to  "strengthen  family  life,"  not 
weaken  it.  (Section  2(b)) 

Third,  the  program  is  to  be  operated  lo- 
cally, not  by  the  national  government.  (Sec- 
tion 104) 

Fourth,  the  bill  contains  specific  prohibi- 
tions against  any  practice  infringing  on  the 
rights  and  responsibilities  of  parents.  Sec- 
tion 504(a)) 

(See  "Special  Note  on  the  Congressional 
Record"  below) . 

SPECIAL    NOTE    ON    THE    CONGRESSIONAL    RECORD 

Throughout  this  leaflet,  the  "Congres- 
sional Record"  is  cited.  The  Congressional 
Record  has  the  ring  of  an  official  pronounce- 
ment to  it.  But,  anyone  who  has  ever  even 
glanced  at  the  Record  knows  that  it  contains 
not  only  the  debates  in  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives and  Senate  but  also  speeches  and 
material  simply  "inserted"  into  the  Record. 
Any  Member  of  Congress  has  the  right  to 
insert  material  in  the  Record,  and  therefore, 
the  assertion  that  a  statement  is  "according 
to  the  Congressional  Record"  is  meaningless 
since  the  Record  itself  makes  no  statement 
of  policy.  Policy  statements  are  made  by  the 
Members  of  Congress  quoted  in  the  Record. 

This  flyer  provides  a  good  example  of  the 
abuse  of  the  citation  of  the  Congressional 
Record.  Senator  Curtis  of  Nebraska  Included 
as  part  of  his  remarks  on  a  bill  considered 
by  Congress  in  1971  some  material  which  he 
attributed  to  an  organization  in  a  foreign 
country.  By  misleading  citation,  the  flyer 
implies  that  this  material  appeared  in  the 
Congressional  Record  this  year  and  that  it 
represents  the  contents  of  the  bill.  The  bill's 
sponsors  had  never  before  seen  this  ma- 
terial. 

I  Articles  from  the  Houston  (Tex.)  Chronicle, 

Nov.  7,  and  9,  1975] 

Official  Mails  Misleading  Letter  to   Area 

School  Heads 

(By  Richard  Fly) 

Au  unsigned  and  apparently  inaccurate 
letter  encouraging  opposition  to  family  serv- 
ice legislation  pending  in  Congress  has  been 
distributed  to  area  school  superintendents 
by  the  director  of  the  Houston  area  regional 
office  of  the  Texas  Education  Agency. 

The  letter,  which  apparently  originated  in 
Kansas,  was  mailed  to  superintendents  Oct. 
27  by  T.  S.  Hancock,  director  of  the  Region 
IV  Education  Service  Center  in  Houston. 

Hancock  attached  a  note  to  the  letter  stat- 
ing. "I  urge  that  you  take  the  time  to  read 


the  attached  information.  I  believe  it  has 
frightening  implications  to  our  American 
way  of  life." 

Hancock  said  Thursday  he  did  not  read  the 
legislation  or  check  the  letter's  accuracy  be- 
fore sending  it  to  the  school  administrators. 

At  least  one  of  the  superintendents,  Dr.  C. 
Lee  Meyer  of  the  Pasadena  school  district, 
passed  the  letter  on  to  his  district's  person- 
nel. 

Meyer  said  he  also  did  not  check  the  ac- 
curacy of  the  letter  before  passing  it  along. 

The  letter's  statements  purportedly  refer  to 
the  Child  and  Family  Service  Act  of  1975, 
introduced  in  the  House  and  Senate  Feb.  7. 

Phil  Moseley,  press  aide  to  U.S.  Rep.  Bill 
Archer,  R-Houston,  satd  that  after  receiving 
numerous  inquiries  about  the  anonymous 
letter,  he  researched  the  statements  con- 
tained in  it. 

Three-fourths  of  those  statements  were 
excerpted  from  congressional  debate  on  a  bi'i 
of  the  same  title  in  1971,  Moseley  said. 

However,  Moseley  said,  most  of  the  state- 
ments are  taken  out  of  context  and  presented 
in  such  a  way  as  to  distort  their  meaning. 

The  letter  was  brought  to  the  attention  of 
the  TEA's  regional  office  by  a  Galveston 
County  school  official  who  heard  about  it  on 
a  broadcast  by  KTRH  radio  personality  Dewey 
Compton. 

Compton.  said  Thursday  he  originally 
broadcast  information  about  the  letter  and 
legislation  Oct.  14.  Since  then,  he  said  Mose- 
ley "dug  into  the  letter's  content  and  found 
much  of  it  to  be  fraudulent." 

He  said  that  Thursday  morning  he  re- 
tracted his  radio  statements  on  the  letter, 
which  he  said  came  from  Kansas. 

"It's  a  mess,"  Compton  said.  "It  looks  like 
a  lot  of  us  are  victims  of  a  fraud  or  a  con- 
spiracy." 

He  said  it  was  regrettable  that  he  did  not 
check  the  letter  and  verify  it  before  reading 
it  on  the  air. 

TEA's  Hancock  said  he  talked  with  Mose- 
ley, who  would  provide  him  with  informa- 
tion on  the  letter's  contents  and  the  pro- 
visions of  the  family  service  act.  Hancock 
said  he  would  pass  that  information  to  the 
sunerintendents. 

He  said  the  statements  in  the  letter  con- 
siderably alarmed  him.- and  on  that  basis  he 
informed  school  district  administrators  of 
the  legislation. 

He  said  that  since  he  talked  with  Moseley 
about  the  letter's  questionable  contents,  "I'm 
not  as  concerned  now  (about  the  bill)  as  I 
was." 

But  Hancock  said,  "I'm  still  concerned  that 
something  like  this  might  come  out  of  Con- 
gress. Guidelines  for  the  enforcement  of  such 
bills  sometimes  are  rather  drastic." 

Meyer,  of  Pasadena,  said,  "All  I  did  was 
pass  along  the  information  I  received  from 
the  regional  service  center." 

He  said  he  would  read  the  bill,  which  he 
received  Thursday  afternoon,  and  that  if 
any  corrections  need  to  be  made  concerning 
the  letter,  he  will  inform  the  district  per- 
sonnel. 


85 


Moseley  pointed  to  several  Inaccuracies  or 
distortions  in  the  letter. 

One  part  of  the  letter  mentioned  a  "Char- 
ter of  Children's  Rights"  proposed  items  in 
this  charter  were: 

"All  children  have  the  right  of  protection 
from  and  compensation  for  the  consequences 
of  any  inadequacies  in  their  homes  and 
backgrounds." 

"Children  have  the  right  to  protection, 
from  any  excessive  claims  made  on  them  by 
their  parents  or  authority." 

"Children  shall  have  the  freedom  to  make 
complaints  about  teachers,  parents  and  oth- 
ers without  fear  of  reprisals." 

The  charter  was  referred  to  by  Sen.  Carl 
T.  Curtis,  R-Neb.,  during  debate  on  Dec.  2, 
1971,  as  an  example  of  how  far  the  legis- 
lation could  go  in  its  interpre cation.  The 
charter,  Curtis  said,  was  recommended  in 
England  by  an  education  advisory  commis- 
sion and  was  the  product  of  the  English 
National  Council  of  Civil  Liberties. 

The  letter  did  not  mention  that  the 
charter  originated  in  England  and  was  not 
planned  for  inclusion  in  Congress's  legisla- 
tion. 

In  addition,  Moseley  said,  three  paragraphs 
at  the  end  of  the  letter,  purportedly  from 
the  Congressional  Record,  actually  are  a 
compilation  of  statements  from  debate  on 
the  legislation,  an  unrelated  article  on  edu- 
cation and  child  raising  In  the  Soviet  Union 
and  other  material  apparently  added  by  the 
letter's  unknown  author. 

One  sentence  from  this  portion  of  the 
letter  said: 

•'As  a  maiier  of  the  child's  right,  the  gov- 
ernment shall  exert  control  over  the  family 
because  we  have  recognized  that  the  child 
is  not  the  care  of  the  parents  by  the  care  of 
the  state." 

One  sentence  from  this  portion  of  the 
letter  said: 

•As  a  matter  of  the  child's  right,  the 
government  shall  exert  control  over  the 
family  because  we  have  recognized  that  the 
child  is  not  the  care  of  the  parents  but  the 
care  of  the  state." 

That  sentence  is  from  the  article  on  the 
Soviet  Union. 

Moseley  said  Archer's  office  is  getting  a 
large  amount  of  mail  from  school  superin- 
tendents, principals,  teachers  and  parents  in 
the  Houston  area. 

"Some  are  saying,  "This  can*t  be  true. 
You've  got  to  stop  the  legislation.'  Others  are 
saying,  'It  isn't  true,  is  it?'  "  Moseley  said. 

The  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  now 
pending  in  Congress  states,  in  part.  "The 
family  is  the  primary  and  the  most  funda- 
mental influence  on  children,  child  and  fam- 
ily service  programs  must  build  upon  and 
strengthen  the  role  of  the  family  and  must 
be  provided  on  a  voluntary  basis  only  to 
children  whose  parents  or  legal  guardians 
request  such  services." 

Hearings  on  the  legislation  ended  in  the 
House  Subcommittee  on  Education  July  16. 
A  full  committee  vote  has  not  been  taken. 
It  appeared  that  action  on  the  bill  would 
not  be  taken  this  year. 


How  "Rights"  Letter  Came  to  Houston 

(By  Richard  Fly) 
An   anonymous  letter   warned   that   a   bill 
pending    in     Congress     would     destroy     the 
American  family. 

The  letter  made  its  way  from  a  revival 
meeting  in  Missouri  to  a  compost  and  feed 
company  in  Kansas  and  from  there  to  a 
Beeville  merchant  and  thence  to  a  Houston 
radio  station.  It  ended  up  in  offices  of  more 
than  50  school  superintendents  in  the 
Houston  area. 

In  the  fashion  of  a  chain  letter,  the  un- 
signed epistle  was  copied,  parsed  along  and 
copied  again  as  people  reacted  with  alarm 
to  the  claims  in  the  letter  that  the  Child 
and  Family  Service  Act  of  1975  would  de- 
stroy family  structure  and  make  children 
wards  of  the  state. 

The  actual  legislation  bears  little  resem- 
blance to  the  bill  described  in  the  letter. 
But  few  of  the  letter's  recipients  questioned 
whether  it  was  true  before  passing  the  letter 
along. 

The  letter  arrived  in  Houston  about  four 
weeks  ago.  It  was  first  publicized  by  KTRH 
radio  personality  Dewey  Compton,  who  read 
the  letter  on  his  program  and  asked  listeners 
to  write  their  congressmen  opposing  the  bill. 
Compton  said  his  office  distributed  about 
200  copies  of  the  letter  at  the  request  of 
listeners. 

One  of  those  listeners  was  a  Galveston 
County  school  administrator,  who  passed  the 
letter  along  to  the  Region  IV  Education 
Service  Center,  an  office  of  the  Texas  Educa- 
tion Agency,  in  Houston. 

The  center's  director,  T.  S.  Hancock,  was 
alarmed  by  the  letter,  he  said,  and  sent  it 
to  the  more  than  50  school  district  superin- 
tendents in  the  region. 

In  a  note  attached  to  the  letter,  he  said: 
"I  urge  that  you  take  the  time  to  read  the 
attached  information.  I  believe  it  has  fright- 
ening implications  to  our  American  way  of 
life." 

At  least  one  superintendent,  Dr.  C.  Lee 
Meyer  of  the  Pasadena  school  district  then 
passed  the  letter  along  to  the  district's 
personnel. 

The  majority  of  the  statements  In  the 
letter  are  excerpted  from  the  Congressional 
Record,  a  daily  chronicle  of  proceedings  in 
Congress. 

However,  Phil  Moseley,  a  press  aide  to  U.S. 
Rep.  Bill  Archer  of  Houston,  researched  the 
contents  of  the  letter.  He  said  most  of  the 
statements  are  taken  out  of  context  and  tied 
together  in  such  a  way  as  to  distort  their 
meaning. 

The  statements  are  taken  from  the  record 
of  debate  on  Dec.  2,  1971.  At  that  time,  Con- 
gress was  debating  a  similar,  but  stronger, 
bill  than  the  one  now  before  them. 

Moseley  pointed  to  several  inaccuracies  and 
distortions  in  the  letter. 

One  part  of  the  letter  mentioned  a  "Char- 
ter of  Children's  Rights/'  Proposed  items 
in  this  charter  were : 

'•All  children  have  the  right  of  protection 
from  and  compensation  for  the  consequence 
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of  any  inadequacies  in  their  homes  and  back- 
grounds." 

'"Children  have  the  right  to  protection  from 
any  excessive  claims  made  on  them  by  their 
parents  or  authority." 

"Children  shall  have  the  freedom  to  make 
complaints  about  teachers,  parents  and 
others  without  fear  of  reprisals." 

The  charter  was  referred  to  by  Sen.  Carl 
T.  Curtis,  R-Neb.,  during  debate  on  Dec.  2, 
1071.  as  an  example  of  how  far  the  legisla- 
tion could  go  in  its  interpretation.  The  char- 
ter, Curtis  said,  was  recommended  in  Eng- 
Jand  by  an  education  advisory  commission 
and  was  the  product  of  the  English  National 
Council  of  Civil  Liberties. 

The  letter  did  not  mention  that  the  "char- 
ter" originated  in  England  among  a  group 
of  Socialists,  was  not  part  of  English  law 
and  was  not  planned  for  inclusion  in  Con- 
gress* legislation.  .    ■ 

In  addition,  Moseley  said,  three  paragraphs 
as  the  end  of  the  letter,  purportedly  from 
the  Congressional  Record,  actually  are  a  com- 
pilation of  statements  from  debate  on  the 
legislation,  an  unrelated  article  on  educa- 
tion and  child  raising  in  the  Soviet  Union 
and  other  material  apparently  added  by  the 
letter's  unknown  author. 

One  sentence  from  this  portion  of  the  letter 
said: 

"As  a  matter  of  the  child's  right,  the  gov- 
ernment shall  exert  control  over  the  family 
because  we  have  recognized  that  the  child 
is  not  the  care  of  the  parents  but  the  care 
of  the  state." 

That  sentence  is  from  the  article  on  the 
Soviet  Union. 

How  the  letter  made  its  way  from  Kansas 
to  Houston  is  a  saga  of  happenstances. 

Hancock,  of  the  Region  IV  center,  received 
a  copy  of  the  letter  from  an  assistant,  Tom 
Pate.  Pate  received  the  letter  from  Dr.  Henry 
Willis,  assistant  superintendent  of  the  Santa 
Fe  school  district  in  Galveston  County,  who 
received  a  copy  from  Compton. 

Compton  received  his  copy  from  Jack  Meg- 
ason,  a  Beeville  resident  whose  agricultural 
products  business  is  a  sponsor  of  Compton's 
radio  program.  Megason  received  the  letter 
from  George  Seacat,  a  compost  retailer  in 
Ashland,  Kan.,  who  received  it  from  a  friend. 

Seacat s  friend  picked  up  the  letter  in  the 
Dodge  City  Office  Supply  Co.,  Dodge  City, 
Kan. 

The  letters  arrived  in  the  store  from  an 
unknown  source,  the  company's  manager 
said. 

Here  there  is  a  gap  which  picks  back  up 
at  Radio  Station  in  KMAN  in  Manhattan, 
Kan. 

The  press  director  of  the  Kansas  Farm 
Bureau,  a  conservative  lobby  group,  based 
one  of  his  KMAN  radio  programs  on  the  fam- 
ily service  legislation.  He  interviewed  a 
farmer,  Richard  Bayshor,  who  had  heard  a 
broadcast  on  Radio  Station  KFRM  in  Wi- 
chita, Kan.,  opposing  the  bill  and  referring 
to  statements  made  in  the  letter. 

KFRM  did  its  broadcast  on  the  basis  of  a 
note  to  the  editor  clipped  from  the  Salina, 
Kan.,  Journal. 


The  note,  written  by  David  and  Karen 
Smith,  was  based  on  the  letter. 

Smith  received  the  letter  from  Richard 
Burson,  retired  director  of  the  Kansas  Bible 
Camp  near  Hutchinson. 

Burson  was  the  source  of  the  letter  which 
reached  Houston  and  many  other  parts  of 
the  country. 

"I  only  put  out  a  thousand  of  them," 
Burson  said,  "and  I'm  surprised  how  far 
they've  scattered." 

He  said  he  compiled  his  one-page  letter 
from  a  three-page  pamphlet  he  received 
from  his  brother-in-law's  sister.  She  received 
the  pamphlet  at  a  revival  in  Missouri. 

He  rewrote  the  letter  to  make  it  shorter 
and  tone  down  the  "screaming"  language, 
Burson  said. 

Burson 's  letter  appears  to  be  the  one  which 
has  circulated  the  farthest  and  had  the  larg- 
est effect. 

He  said  he  stopped  distributing  the  letter 
about  a  week  after  he  started.  He  did  so,  he 
said,  because  he  found  out  the  letter  was 
misleading. 

"I  think  that  many  people  who  read  this 
and  seem  to  think  that  the  Congressional 
Record  account  that  is  presented  is  the  bill. 
But  it  isn't  the  bill.  It  is  simply  a  discussion 
of  the  bill  by  people  who  were  opposed  to  it,' 
he  said. 

He  also  said  people  would  be  led  to  believe 
the  statements  in  the  letter  referred  to  the 
1975  bill.  Actually,  he  said,  it  refers  to  the 
1971  legislation. 

Burson  said  he  is  "sort  of  sorry"  he  dis- 
tributed the  letter,  because  he  has  since  re- 
ceived better  information  about  the  bill  from 
Sen.  Robert  Dole,  R-Kan.,  which  he  plans 
to  distribute. 

But  the  effects  of  the  letter  cannot  so 
easily  be  dispersed. 

Congressmen  are  f  eceiving  a  large  number 
of  letters  and  phone  calls  about  the  legisla- 
tion. 

Hearings  on  the  bill  in  the  House  subcom- 
mittee on  education  ended  July  16.  No  action 
has  been  taken  on  it,  so  it  appears  doubtful 
that  it  will  get  out  of  committee  before  the 
end  of  the  year. 

But   the   letters   keep   coming. 

[From  the  Houston  Chronicle,  Nov.  9.  1975 1 

What  the  Child  and  Family  Plan  Really 

Would  Provide 

(By  Judy  Wiessler) 

Washington. — Until  a  few  weeks  ago,  the 
Child  and  Family  Services  Act  of  1975  was 
just  another  of  the  hundreds  of  bills  with 
popular  sounding  titles  and  steep  price  tags 
languishing  in  congressional  subcommittees. 

Then,  with  a  speed  and  intensity  that 
neither  congressional  opponents  nor  pro- 
ponents profess  to  fully  understand,  the  bill 
became  the  subject  of  torrents  of  mail  to 
members  of  Congress.  Most  of  it  was  negative 
and  based  on  false  impressions  of  what  the 
legislators  would  do. 

Sponsored  by  Sen.  Walter  F.  Mondale,  D- 
Minn.,  and  John  Brademas,  D-Ind.,  the  bill 
is  controversial  in  its  own  right. 
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But  not  because  it  would  take  children 
away  from  their  parents,  put  them  in  com- 
munes, allow  them  to  organize  labor  unions 
or  sue  their  parents  if  they  were  forced  to  go 
to  Sunday  school  or  mow  the  lawn. 

Such  allegations,  circulated  broadly  and 
anonymously,  are  seen  by  both  sides  as  a 
threat  to  the  prospect  of  serious  debate  on 
the  real  issue  of  whether  the  federal  govern- 
ment should  invest  millions  of  dollars  in  a 
broad,  new  social  program. 

Even  opponents  of  the  bill,  like  Rep.  Bob 
Casey,  D-Houston,  are  uncomfortable  with 
some  of  the  propaganda.  Casey  is  against  the 
bill  because  he  thinks  "it  costs  too  much  and 
the  federal  government  shouldn't  be  setting 
up  day  care  centers  across  the  country,"  an 
aide  said.  But  he  added  that  many  constitu- 
ents are  writing  letters  based  on  information 
that  is  "inflammatory  and  completely  false." 

What  the  bill  actually  proposes  is  expnedi- 
ture  of  $150  million  next  year,  increasing  to 
$1  billion  in  1^78,  for  a  wide  range  of  pro- 
grams, including  day  care  and  health  serv- 
ices, for  children  and,  in  some  cases,  their 
parents. 

Priority  would  be  given  to  services  for  chil- 
dren under  6,  to  needy  families,  families  with 
working  mothers  and  minorities. 

Although  the  programs  would  be  mostly 
funded  by  the  federal  government,  they 
would  be  operated  on  the  local  level  by  gov- 
erning boards  on  which  parents  of  participat- 
ing children  could  make  up  at  least  half  the 
membership. 

Children  would  not  be  allowed  to  partici- 
pate in  any  of  the  program  unless  their  par- 
ents or  legal  guardians  specifically  requested 
that  they  do  so.  The  bill  prohibits  any  prac- 
tice which  would  "infringe  upon  or  usurp  the 
moral  and  legal  responsibilities  of  parents 
or  guardians." 

Parental  permission  would  be  required  for 
any  research  or  experimentation  or  medical 
or  psychological  examination  involving  a 
child. 

A  very  similar  Mondale-Brademas  bill  was 
killed  in  1971  when  Congress  failed  to  over- 
ride a  veto  by  then -President  Richard  Nixon, 
who  called  the  earlier  bill  "family  weaken- 
ing." 

However,  sponsors  have  a  list  of  more  than 
80  groups  which  they  say  have  endorsed  the 
measure  as  "family  strengthening."  Those  in- 
clude the  National  Parent-Teachers  Associa- 
tion. National  Educational  Association,  Na- 
tional Association  of  School  Boards,  AFL-CIO, 
American  Association  of  University  Women, 
Girl  Scouts  of  America,  Boys  Clubs  of  Ameri- 
ca, Salvation  Army  and  National  Leagues  of 
Cities. 

Religious  groups  supporting  the  bill  in- 
clude the  United  Methodist  Church,  Baptist 
groups,  Church  of  God,  United  Church  of 
Christ,  Episcopal  Church,  American  Lutheran 
Church  and  B'nai  Brith. 

The  bill  would  establish  a  new  Office  of 
Child  and  Family  Services  within  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare  to  co- 
ordinate the  local  programs. 

Units  of  local  government,  such  as  cities 
and  counties,  would  apply  to  HEW  to  become 


"sponsors"  of  the  programs  and  would  set 
up  the  local  governing  boards  with  parent 
representatives. 

The  local  boards  would  decide  what  kinds 
of  programs  are  needed  in  their  areas,  choos- 
ing from  a  long  list  of  the  kinds  of  services 
authorized. 

These  include  day  care,  educational  pro- 
grams before  and  after  school  and  in  the 
summer,  family  counseling,  prenatal  and 
post-partum  medical  care  to  mothers  who 
cannot  afford  to  pay,  special  help  such  as 
bilingual  tutoring  for  minorities  and  mi- 
grants and  activities  geared  to  physically, 
mentally  or  emotionally  handicapped  chil- 
dren. 

The  bill  requires  that  information  be  dis- 
seminated regularly  to  parents  about  avail- 
able activities,  that  parents  be  consulted  reg- 
ularly on  each  child's  development  and  that 
parents  be  allowed  to  "observe  and  partici- 
pate in  their  children's  activities." 

Provisions  of  the  bill  have  been  sufficiently 
appealing  to  attract  29  cosponsors  in  the 
Senate  and  94  in  the  House,  including  Reps. 
Barbara  Jordan,  D-Houston,  and  Henry  B. 
Gonzalez,  D-San  Antonio. 

But  there  is  considerable  skepticism,  shared 
privately  by  some  proponents,  that  the  bill 
will  become  law  unless  it  is  scaled  down 
dramatically. 

Sponsors  assume  President  Ford  would  veto 
such  an  expensive  measure  and  acknowledge 
it  could  be  difficult  to  muster  the  two-thirds 
vote  necessary  for  an  override,  especially  in 
the  Senate. 

[From  the  South  Bend  Tribune,  Nov.  2,  1975] 

Brademas  Victim  of  Political  "Dirty  Trick" 

(By  Jack  Colwell) 

Congressman  John  Brademas  has  been  the 
victim  of  a  political  "dirty' trick"  which  ap- 
parently resulted  in  erroneous  statements  in 
a  WSBT  television  and  radio  editorial  about 
a  bill  Brademas  is  sponsoring. 

The  "dirty  trick"  involves  distribution  of 
an  unsigned  leaflet  attacking  the  proposed 
Child  and  Family  Services  Act  and  contain-, 
ing  false  statements  about  the  intent  of  the 
measure  and  "children's  rights"  which  it 
allegedly  would  provide. 

While  the  bill  is  controversial,  it  contains 
none  of  the  "children's  rights"  sections 
quoted  in  the  leaflet  and  also  cited  in  the 
broadcast  editorial  and  in  newspaper  edi- 
torials printed  in  Warsaw  and  Goshen. 

Brademas  said  Saturday  that  the  leaflets 
were  being  circulated  in  Northern  Indiana 
in  "a  deliberate  effort"  to  spread  "false  in- 
formation" in  tactics  similar  to  those  of 
Watergate  fame. 

"Never  in  my  17  years  as  a  representative 
in  Congress  have  I  seen  a  more  systematic, 
willful  attempt  to  smear  both  me  and  my 
work  in  the  House  of  Representatives," 
Brademas  said. 

Quotations  In  the  leaflet  about  so-called 
"children's  rights"  to  "make  complaints 
about  teachers,  parents  and  others  without 
fear  of  reprisals"  appear  nowhere  in  the  bill. 
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Brademas  said  the  quotations  apparently 
were  taken  from  a  speech  made  in  1971  by 
Sen.  Carl  Curtis  of  Nebraska,  who  said  at 
the  time  he  was  quoting  from  the  "Char- 
ter of  Children's  Rights"  of  the  "British  Ad- 
visory Center  of  Education"  and  the  "Na- 
tional Council  for  Civil  Liberties." 

None  of  the  "rights"  quoted  in  the  leaflet 
and  in  the  editorials  appear  in  the  bill  he  is 
sponsoring  or  were  even  contemplate  I  in 
similar  legislation  in  the  past,  Brademas 
said. 

In  several  instances  in  the  leaflet,  there  are 
references  to  something  allegedly  appearing 
in  the  Congressional  Record,  but  it  does  not 
specify  who  put  the  statement  in  the  Con- 
gressional Record  or  was  quoted  in  the  Con- 
gressional Record  or  when  the  statement  was 
made  or  In  what  context. 

Jack  E.  Douglas,  station  manager,  said 
Saturday  that  the  quotations  to  which 
Brademas  has  raised  objections  are  being 
checked  and  that,  "if  there  are  inaccuracies, 
they  will  be  corrected." 

Douglas  said  he  expects  the  matter  to  be 
a  subject  for  the  WSBT  editorial  next  week. 

The  congressman  said  he  has  asked  WSBT 
to  "correct"  erroneous  impressions  which 
may  have  resulted  from  the  editorial. 

One  of  the  paragraphs  in  the  broadcast 
editorial  to  which  Brademas  objected  con- 
tained the  comment:  "And  in  their  final 
stroke,  the  bill's  authors  suggest  that  'The 
government  shall  exert  control  over  the  fam- 
ily because  we  have  recognized  that  the 
child  is  not  the  care  of  the  parents,  but  the 
care  of  the  state," 

No  such  language  appears  in  the  bill, 
Brademas  noted. 

In  fact,  a  statement  of  "purpose"  at  the 
start  of  the  measure  says : 

"Child  and  family  service  programs  must 
build  upon  and  strengthen  the  role  of  the 
family  and  must  be  provided  on  a  voluntary 
basis  only  to  children  whose  parents  or  legal 
guardians  request  such  services  .  .  ." 

Brademas  said  allegations  in  the  leaflet 
that  the  measure  would  permit  children  to 
sue  their  parents  if  they  were  punished  or 
to  organize  into  the  equivalent  of  labor 
unions  against  their  parents  are  "not  only 
outrageous  falsehoods — they  are  downright 
silly."  ■ 

He  said_the'  Child  and  Family  Services  pro- 
posal is  designed  to  provide  day  care  serwces 
"so  that  working  mothers  and  welfare 
mothers  can  be  sure,  while  they  are  on  the 
job  or  are  looking  for  work,  of  adequate  care 
for  their  children." 

He  said  the  bill  would  make  available 
health  services  "to  enable  parents  to  get 
expert  help  in  detecting  physical  and  mental 
handicaps  early  in  a  child's  life,"  Brademas 
added : 

*T  think  it  is  significant  that  the  bill  my 
colleagues  and  I  are  sponsoring  is  supported 
by  the  AFL-CIO,  the  League  of  Women  Vot- 
ers, the  American  Bankers  Association,  the 
United  Auto  Workers,  the  United  Methodist 
Church,  the  Baptist  and  Lutheran  Churches, 


the  National  Conference  of  Catholic  Chari- 
ties and  many  more  similar  organizations." 
The  congressman  acknowledged  there  are 
also  opponents  of  the  bill  and  that  he  expects 
debate  about  its  actual  provisions. 

[From  the  Grand  Rapids  Press,  Nov.  11.  1975 1 
Child  Bill  Fraud 

Despite  the  risk  of  lending  unearned  cre- 
dence to  one  of  the  most  spacious  and  in- 
flammatotry  leaflets  to  gain  widespread  dis- 
tribution in  the  Grand  Rapids  area,  comment 
must  be  made  on  a  two-page  publication 
entitled  "Raising  Children — Government's  or 
Parent's  Right?" 

The  material  attacks  U.S.  House  Bill  2966. 
commonly  known  as  child  and  family  services 
legislation.  The  proposal  would  expand  a 
number  of  family  services  already  provided  to 
a  limited  number  of  persons.  The  proposal's 
stated  purpose  is  to  reduce  infant  mortality 
(the  U.S.  ranks  14th  in  this  regard)  and 
physical  and  mental  impairments  by  author- 
izing prenatal  and  family  health  care  assist- 
ance and  to  extend  day  care  services  beyond 
current  Headstart  programs. 

Similar  legislation  was  vetoed  by  President 
Nixon  in  1971  largely  on  th«*  basis  of  cost. 
At  the  time  The  Press  found  difficulty  recon- 
ciling Mr.  Nixon's  demands  that  able  persons 
on  welfare  must  be  made  to  work  with  his 
rejection  of  a  bill  which  would  have  per- 
mitted day-care  aid  for  a  single  parent  who 
was  forced  to  remain  at  home  with  young 
children. 

The  current  legislation,  similar  in  purpose 
to  the  1971  bill,  has  been  altered  to  meet 
previous  criticism.  First-year  planning  and 
operations  would  be  scaled  down  consider- 
ably, funds  would  be  authorized  for  person- 
nel training  and  the  bill,  throughout,  em- 
phasizes and  clarifies  the  voluntary  nature  of 
the  program.  Nothing  in  the  bill  makes  par- 
ticipation mandatory,  and  much  of  the  pro- 
gram would  be  directed  by  the  parents. 

The  extent  to  which  the  federal  govern- 
ment should  involve  itself  in  family  services 
is  a  proper  issue  which  can  be  debated  re- 
sponsibly.^What  is  not  responsible,  however, 
is  the  distribution  of  emotional  and  patently 
false  material  which  makes  rational  discus- 
sion all  but  impossible.  It  is  the  politics  of 
fright. 

The  local  situation  is  especially  disturbing 
because  the  leaflet  has  been  widely  distrib- 
uted in  schools,  churches  and  working  places 
and  has  triggered  hundreds  of  inquiries  to 
Rep.  Richard  Vander  Veen's  office.  It  is  also 
distressing  to  find  that  such  obviously  spu- 
rious information  is  taken  seriously. 

There  are  several  elements  in  the  two- 
page  letter  which  should  automatically  raise 
doubts  about  its  veracity.  Nothing  on  the 
material  identifies  its  source;  that  should 
be  sufficient  reason  to  discard  any  "fact" 
sheet.  As  proof  of  its  allegations  against  the 
Child  and  Family  Service  Act,  the  letter 
quotes  from  the  1971  Congressional  Record. 
The  reference  is  not  to  the  bill  itself  but  to 
a  speech  by  Sen.  Carl  Curtis  of  Nebraska  who 
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equated  the  legislation  to  a  "Charter  of 
Children's  Rights." 

The  "charter"  had  been  advocated,  unsuc- 
cessfully, by  two  parties  in  Britain  and  bears 
no  relationship  to  the  particulars  in  the 
proposed  U.S.  legislation.  The  Congressional 
Record  is  a  repository  for  any  variety  of  out- 
rageous claptrap  deemed  worthwhile  by  a 
member  of  Congress.  In  this  case  Sen.  Curtis 
used  his  privilege  not  wisely,  not  responsi- 
bly, but  well  enough,  apparently,  to  suit  his 
purposes. 

Finally,  the  purported  "facts"'  contained 
in  the  flyer  are  so  outlandish  and  totally  out 
of  character  for  the  bill's  two  respected  spon- 
sors— Rep.  John  Brademas  of  Indiana  and 
Sen.  Walter  Mondale  of  Minnesota — that 
they  should  be  discounted  out  of  hand. 

Those  who  have  gone  on  record  as  sup- 
porting the  intent  of  the  legislation  include 
the  Salvation  Army,  the  National  Confer- 
ence of  Catholic  Charities,  eight  national 
Baptist  organizations,  the  National  PTA  and 
a  dozen  or  so  organizations  representing 
handicapped  persons. 

Still,  the  concept  of  expanding  federal  aid 
to  poor  families  with  pre-school  children 
must  be  debated  intelligently.  That  cannot 
be  done,  however,  when  certain  opponents 
to  the  bill  deliberately  obfuscate  the  issue 
with  a  layer  of  lies  and  emotions. 

Rep.  Garry  Brown  of  Schoolcraft  opposes 
the  legislation  but  nevertheless  felt  moved 
to  inform  his  constituents  that  the  flyers, 
like  those  distributed  in  Grand  Rapids,  con- 
tained "false  and  misleading  information." 

Rep.  Vander  Veen,  who  said  he  will  not  de- 
cide how  to  vote  on  the  bill  until  he  sees  its 
final  form,  has  called  the  discrediting  mate- 
rial "a  deliberate  attempt  to  mislead  the 
public." 

The  congressman  is  much  too  kind.  The 
flyer  is  a.  gross  form  of  public  deception 
which  threatens  to  make  legitimate  debate 
on  an  important  issue  impossible.  And  un- 
fortunately, those  well-meaning  persons  who 
have  innocently  caused  its  dissemination 
have  not  advanced  the  cause  of  good 
government. 

[From  the  South  Bend  Tribune, 

Nov.  11,   1975] 

Child  and  Family  Services 

Despite  the  scurrilous  nature  of  certain 
charges  directed  against  the  Child  and  Fam- 
ily Services  Bill,  sponsored  in  the  Senate 
by  Sen.  Walter  Mondale,  D-Minn.,  and  in 
the  House  by  Rep.  John  Brademas,  D-South 
Bend,  a  question  of  whether  the  bill  merits 
passage  remains. 

We  have  read  the  bill  itself,  in  addition  to 
a  malicious  assigned  flyer  opposing  it  and 
other  arguments  pro  and  con. 

We  find  no  evidence  that  the  bill  would 
lead  to  the  "sovietization"  of  the  education 
of  American  children,  whatever  that  might 
mean.  On  the  contrary,  the  message  ex- 
plicitly makes  provisions  of  the  bill  volun- 
tary and  provides  for  the  participation  of 
parents  in  its  implementation. 


Its  authors  clearly  intend  it  as  an  at- 
tempt to  strengthen  the  family  while  pro- 
viding services  not  now  available  to  parents 
and  children  in  the  lower  end  of  the  eco- 
nomic spectrum. 

The  measure  would  provide  for  health  nu- 
tritional, educational  and  other  services  now 
available  to  some  families  buo  which  many 
children  who  need  them  do  not  receive. 

Day-care  facilities,  "other  health,  social, 
recreational  and  educational  programs  de- 
signed to  meet  the  special  needs  of  children 
and  families,"  social  services,  prenatal  and 
other  services  for  expectant  mothers,  pro- 
grams to  help  minority  ethnic  groups,  food 
and  nutritional  services,  help  In  countering 
medical  and  emotional  disabilities — these  are 
the  sort  of  programs  envisioned  by  the  bill. 

In  common  with  much  legislation  intended 
to  attack  social  problems,  the  cost  would  be 
high.  The  bill  calls  for  initial  appropriations 
of  $158  million  in  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1976  and  $200  million  in  the  next  fiscal 
year  for  "training,  technical  assistance,  plan- 
ning and  such  other  activities"  necessary  to 
prepare    for    its    implementation. 

It  further  authorizes  $500  million  in  the 
fiscal  year  ending  Sept.  30,  1977  and  $1  bil- 
lion in  the  next  fiscal  year,  subject  to  the 
appropriation  for  funds  to  carry  out  part  A 
of  the  Headstart  Follow  Through  Act.  A  por- 
tion of  the  funding  would  be  on  the  state 
or  local  level. 

Like  most  of  the  Great  Society  programs, 
including  those  which  undeniably  have 
worked  successfully,  the  bill  might  in  fact 
cost  a  great  deal  more  than  the  preliminary 
figures  indicate,  once  it  was  fully  imple- 
mented. 

How  much  of  a  burden  to  taxpayers  it 
would  become  must  be  considered  by  Con- 
gress. The  fiscal  integrity  of  the  United 
States  is  at  stake,  and  new  programs  must 
be  evaluated  with  that  realization. 

The  Child  and  Family  Services  Bill  con- 
tains some  provisions  that  may  be  enacted 
in  some  form,  eventually.  Like  national 
health,  insurance,  they  may  have  to  await  a 
time  when  our  economy  is  expanding 
healthily  inflation  is  in  check  and  our  federal 
deficit  has  been  brought  under  control. 

Anyone  seeing  a  copy  of  the  flyer  attack- 
ing the  bill  as  "the  Soviet-style  system  of 
communal  child  rearing"  ought  to  treat  it 
as  any  unsigned  hate-  propaganda  deserves 
to  be  treated.  That,  however,  does  not  auto- 
matically mean  that  the  measure  should  be 
voted  into  law  at  this  time. 

[From  the  Ann  Arbor  News,  Nov.  16,  1975] 
Family  Services  Bills  Being  Misrepresented 

One  of  the  most  time -consuming  but 
worth-while  tasks  of  a  daily  newspaper  is 
seeking  out  the  source  of  some  of  the  irre- 
sponsible literature  floating  around  and  try- 
ing to  mitigate  its  effects. 

Recent  letters  to  The  News  indicate  that 
the  Ann  Arbor  area  is  receiving  some  of  the 
Inflammatory  leaflets  that  have  circulated 
in  other  areas  attacking  House  and  Senate 
bills  commonly  known  as  child  and  family 
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s£Wces  legislation.  In  some  places  the  leaf- 
lets have  carried  the  title  "Raising  Chil- 
dren— Government's    or    Parent's   Right?" 

The  following  paragraph  is  an  example  of 
the  material  in  the  leaflet,  allegedly  taken 
from  House  bill  2966: 

"As  a  matter  of  the  child's  rights,  the  gov- 
ernments shall  exert  controls  over  the  fam- 
ily   because    we    have    recognized    that    the 
child   is  not  the  care  of  their  parents  but 
the  care  of  the  State.  We  recognize  further  • 
that  not  parental,  but  communal  forms  of  - 
upbringing  have  an  unquestionable  superior-  . 
ity  over  all  other  forms.  Furthermore,  there  . 
is  a  serious  question  that  maybe  we  cannot  . 
trust  the  family  to  prepare  young  children 
for  this  new  kind  of  world  which  is  emerg- 
ing." 

That,  of  course,  does  not  appear  in  the 
legislation.  It  is  quoted  from  the  1971  Con- 
gressional Record,  which  unfortunately  gives 
an  aura  of  legitimacy  to  some  of  the  greatest 
nonsense  to  come  out  of  Washington.  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  can  fill  it  with  speeches  de- 
livered to  empty  halls  or  with  views  they 
believe  will  enhance  their  standing  with  con- 
stituents. The  quotation  above  came  not 
from  the  legislation  but  from  a  speech  by 
Senator  Carl  Curtis  of  Nebraska  who  equated 
the  legislation  to  a  "Charter  of  Children's 
Rights,"  which  had  been  advocated,  unsuc- 
cessfully, by  two  parties  in  Britain. 

How  anyone  could  compare  that  "char- 
ter" with  the  child  and  family  services  leg- 
islation is  a  mystery.  The  legislation,  vetoed 
in  an  earlier  version  by  President  Nixon  be- 
cause of  the  cost,  was  introduced  by  Rep. 
John  Brademas  of  Indiana  and  Sen.  Walter 
Mondale  of  Minnesota.  The  intent  of  the 
bills  has  been  endorsed  by  such  groups  as 
the  Salvation  Army,  the  National  Conference 
of  Catholic  Charities,  the  national  PTA  and 
eight  national  Baptist  organizations.    - 

The  evised  legislation  would  expand  a 
number  of  family  services  now  existing  and 
extend  day  care  services  beyond  the  Head- 
start  program,  and  a  goal  would  be  reduced 
infant  mortality.  The  bills  have  been  modi- 
fied substantially  to  reduce  costs.  The  volun- 
tary nature  of  the  program  Is  emphasised 
throughout  contrary  to  what  Is  being  said  in 
the  anonymous  leaflets  being  circulated  in 
opposition  to  the  legislation. 

Such  legislation  is  always  subject  &>  de- 
bate, but  the  debate  should  be  based  on 
facts  and  not  on  misinformation  circulated 
as  a  scare  tactic.  It  Is  difficult  enough  to 
determine  the  truth  and  even  to  understand 
some  of  the  legislation  being  proposed  ta 
Lansing  and  Washington.  It  is  total  Irrespon- 
sibility to  misrepresent  it. 


TTHE  CHILD  AND  FAMILY  SERVICES 

ACT  OF  1975— S.  626 
-     Mr;  BARTLETT.  Mr.  President,  the 


Child  and  Family  Services  Act— S.  626— 
introduced  by  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Minnesota  (Mr.  Mondale)  , 
has  been  maligned  by  scandal  sheets 
from  undisclosed  sources  which  have 
totally  misrepresented  the  contents  of 
Senator  Mondale's  legislation,  and  some 
of  these  are  falsely  attributed  to  me  and/ 
or  to  my  office. 

'Those  responsible  for  preparing  and 
circulating  these  flyers  have  performed 
a  great  disservice  to  everyone  interested 
in  this  legislation.  The  dissemination  of 
anonymous,  alarmist  flyers  in  a  nation- 
wide rumor  campaign  is  not  the  way  to 
voice  opposition  to  a  measure  before 
Congress.  It  is  certainly  not  the  way  for 
conscientious  citizens  to  educate  them-  • 
selves  on  the  legislation  and  the  legiti- 
mate issues  involved. 

Because  the  charges  in  these  flyers  are 
irrational,  inaccurate,  and  misleading,  I 
have  attempted  to  put  the  proposed  leg- 
islation in  the  proper  light  for  considera- 
tion by  our  constituents. 

However,  I  am  opposed  to  S.  626.  There 
tare. five  primary  reasons  for  my  opposi- 
tion to  this  legislation:  First,  that  there 
is  little-  demand  from  the  people  for  this 
legislation,  second,  that  it  further  esca- 
lates the  involvement  of  the  Federal 
Government  in  the  lives  of  citizens, 
"third,  that  it  adds  $400  million  per  year 
to  an  already  topheavy  budget  and* 
bureaucracy,  fourth,  that  it  is  designed 
in  such  a  manner  that  it  would  take  the 
administration  of  child  care  programs 
out  of  the  hands  of  State  agencies  that 
are  familiar  with  local  problems  and 
needs,  fifth,  that  it  creates  unnecessary 
financial  burdens  for  the  States. 

The  majority  of  the  people  have  not 
requested  that  the  Federal  Government 
initiate  such  a  program.  To  intervene 
in  an  area  where  the  public  has  not 
sought  legislative  assistance  is  the  bold- 
est presumption  on  the  part  of  Congress 
of.  "higher  knowledge"  and  is  an  all-too- 
of  ten  replayed  sequence  with  which  the 
people  have  become  weary  and  over- 
burdened. 

♦  In  my  own  State  of  Oklahoma  there 
£as  been  almost  no  support  for  the  legis- 
lation even  prior  to  the  controversy  cre- 
ated by  the  distribution  of  the  previously 
described  "scandal  sheets."  The  support 
has  been  almost  too  small  to  measure 
and  has  come  primarily  from  sources 
that  would  benefit  monetarily  by  the  im- 
plementation of  such  a  program.  _ 
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There  are  numerous  cases,  both  in  the 
child  welfare  field  and  in  other  areas  of 
our  lives,  where  Federal  standards  have 
been  designed  for  national  application 
and  have  ended  up  not  fitting  anyone. 
/These  programs  have  been  like  going  to 
the  shoe  store,  and  instead  of  having 
your  own  foot  measured,  you  take  the 
total  of  all  sizes  available,  divide  by  the 
total  number  of  pairs,  and  buy  the  re- 
sult. ' 

This  legislation  is  very  broad.  The  De- 
partment of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare is  directed  to  write  the  rules  and 
regulations,  to  effect  the  purpose  of  the 
legislation — presumably  to  fit  the  needs 
of  the  average  State,  which,  of  course, 
does  not  exist. 

We  are  all  familiar  with  this  concept 
and  its  practice  as  a  time-saving  device 
for  Congress;  however,  we  have  all  be- 
come increasingly  aware  of  the  misfit  re- 
sults of  this  type  of  authority. 

This  legislation  requires  that  the  De- 
partment would  develop  regulations  in 
consultation  with  other  Federal  agencies 
as  a  special  Committee  on  Federal  Stand- 
ards for  Child  Care  without  direction 
from  Congress. 

The  State  of  Oklahoma  has  already 
had  bitter  experiences  with  this  "ap- 
proach: Ah  example  of  this  is  title  20 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  under  which 
regulations  were  promulgated  by  HEW 
concerning  day  care  centers.  The  legis- 
lation was  to  benefit  children  attending 
day  care  centers  and  was  intended  to  in- 
sure that  all  children  would  have  an  ade- 
quate and  inexpensive  facility  to  attend. 
The  proposed  regulations  jeopardized 
day  care  by  raising  costs  to  the  parent  so 
high  that  they  will  be  prohibited  from 
placing  their  children  in  a  center,  en- 
couraging some  of  these  mothers  to  be 
Welfare  recipients. 

The  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  will 
again  establish  another  set  of  child  care 
standards.  It  is  confusing  to  have  an- 
other layer  of  regulations  in  an  area  that 
has  already  become  overcomplicated  and 
counterproductive.  This  legislation  fur- 
ther reduces  the  latitude  within  which 
the  traditional  providers  of  these  services 
can  operate,  because  they  must  come  up 
with  a  "plan''  of  their  own  which  meets 
the  regulations  established  at  the  na- 
tional level.  Again,,  the  State  and  local 
level  must  comply  with  directives  that 
come  from  Washington  rather  than  de- 
velop their  own  programs  consistent  with 
State  priorities.  The  choices  are  limited 
and  the  Individual  becomes  more  de- 
pendent upon  the  Federal  Government 


for  the  operation  of  his  or  her  daily  life. 
Each  State  should  write  its  own  rules 
and  regulations.  It  alone  knows  its  needs, 
its  resources,  and  its  priorities.  The  ini- 
tiative of  each  State  contributes  to  the 
knowledge  of  all.  Nothing  is  gained  by 
denying  such  contributions. 

The  bill  provides  no  assurances  that 
the  single  State  agencies,  currently  pro- " 
viding  services,  will  be,  involved  in  the 
administration  of  this  program.  Experi- 
ence with  such  programs  at  the  State 
level  has  shown  that  the  lack  of  unified 
administration  causes  numerous  ineffi- 
ciencies, wasting  large  amounts  of 
money. 

The  bill  also  fails' to  recognize  directly 
that  most  States  have  specific  statutory 
authorities  concerning  these  matters. 

The  final  concern  at  the  State  level  is 
the  cost  to  the  State.  Many  States  sim- 
ply no  longer  have  the  funds  to  match 
the  Federal  moneys  proposed  under  this 
act. 

States  are  slashing  their  budgets  to 
reduce  spending.  The  practice  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government  mandating  spending 
by  State  or  local  units  of  government 
on  Federal  programs  inhibits  the  States 
from  having  the  fiscal  flexibility  neces- 
sary to  establish  meaningful  priorities 
to  meet  their  needs.  *  •  . 
•  The  authorization  sought  for  this  act 
is  $1,850,000,000  to  be  phased  in  over  a 
3-year  period.  Initially,  $150  million  is 
to  be  authorized  for  the  first  year  and  up 
to  $1  billion  for  the  third  year.  The  spon- 
sors estimate  of  the  actual  cost  of  oper- 
ating the  programs  proposed  by  this  leg- 
islation is  approximately  $400  million  a 
year.  I  believe  this  latter  figure  is  un- 
realisticaily  low  based  on  the  intention 
of  this  program.  The  amount,  whatever 
it  would  be,  would  be  added  to  a  budget 
which  we  have  already  expressed  our  in- 
tent to  reduce.  This  type  of  program  is 
inconsistent  with  our  intent  to  restrict 
an  already  inflated  budget. 

It  is  difficult  enough  to  reduce  the  cost 
of  existing  programs  that  have  an  estab- 
lished track  record  and  credibility,  much 
less  to  do  so  when  Congress  adds  to  an 
already  extremely  expensive  program. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  remainder  of 
my  .time  to  the  majority  leader  and  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  second  assistant  legislative  clerk 
proceeded  to  call  the  roll. 

Mr.  LEAHY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the. order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont,  under  the 
previous  order,  is  recognized  for  15 
minutes. 

******* 

THE  CHILD  AND  FAMILY  SERVICES 
ACT  OF  1975 — S.  626 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
pleased  to  be  identified  with  day  care  leg- 
islation, and  as  ranking  minority  mem- 
ber of  the  Labor  and  Public  Welfare 
Committee,  and  chief  cosponsor  of  S. 
626,  the  Child  and  Family  Services  Act 
of  1975,  I  remain  firm  in  my  belief  that 
services  available  to  young  children  and 
their  families  are  inadequate  to  meet  the 
present  need.  The  proposed  legislation 
would  fund  a  variety  of  quality  child  and 
family  services,  including,  day  care  pro- 
grams, part  day  and  full  day,  parenthood 
education,  and  nutrition. 

While  I  am  a  supporter  of  this  legisla- 
tion, I  recognize  that  in  previous  sessions 
there  has  been  much  debate  in  the  Con- 
gress, and  that  many  issues  still  are  not 
resolved.  However,  the  recent  barrage 
of  mail  which  I  have  been  receiving,  and 
to  which  my  colleagues  have  also  been 
subjected,  removes  the  basic  issues  from 
reality.  Instead,  specious  and  unfounded 
claims  are  seemingly  accepted  as  truth 
by  those  who  have  received  and  circu- 


lated an  unsigned  leaflet.  This  leaflet  at- 
tributes and  quotes  a  child  advocacy 
clause  which  is  nonexistent  in  the  legis- 
lation. False  allegations,  inaccuracies, 
and  distortions  are  the  mainstays  of  this 
concerted  effort  to  arouse  the  ire  of  the 
people.  Regrettably  too  few  can  take  the 
time  and  effort  to  investigate  and  chal- 
lenge the  issues  of  fact  before  adding 
their  voices  in  criticism. 

The  proposed  legislation  recognizes 
and  specifically  provides  that  child  care 
programs  must  be  totally  voluntary.  Its 
purpose  is  to  build  upon  and  strengthen 
the  role  of  the  family  as  the  primary 
and  fundamental  influence  on  the  devel- 
opment of  the  child.  Suggestions  that 
child  rearing  authority  would  vest  in  the 
State,  or  that  parents  would  be  prohibited 
from  providing  religious  training  to  their 
children,  are  clearly  refuted  by  the  en- 
dorsement of  this  legislation  by  religious 
organizations  across  the  country. 

Support  for  additional  child  and  fam- 
ily services,  and  testimony  concerning 
the  increasing  need  as  more  women  enter 
the  labor  force,  has  been  repeated  often 
in  the  many  days  of  hearings  held  dur- 
ing the  past  year.  An  unfinished  task  re- 
mains to  inform  the  people  on  the  need 
for  comprehensive  services  for  the  Amer- 
ican family.  As  this  is  accomplished  such 
campaigns  based  as  we  are  experiencing, 
will  not  have  a  chance  to  gain  currency. 
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CHILD  AND  FAMILY  SERVICES  ACT 
OF  1975 


HON.  HAROLD  E.  FORD 

OF    TENNESSEE 

IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday,  January  26,  1976 
Mr.  FORD  of  Tennessee.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  rise  today  to  express  my  concern  about 
the  confusion  many  of  the  people  in  my 
district  feel  in  regard  to  the  Child  and 
Family  Services  Act  of  1975.  It  has  come 
to  my  attention  that  a  leaflet  is  circulat- 
ing in  Memphis,  and,  as  I  gather  from 
my  distinguished  colleagues,  in  other 
communities  across  the  Nation.  This 
leaflet  contains  false  information  which 
has  misled  many  people.  It  claims  that 
the  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  would 
allow  the  Government  to  take  over  re- 
sponsibility for  childrearing.  Those  who 
support  the  bill  know  that  there  is  no 
such  provision  in  it.  The  Child  and 
Family  Services  Act  would  in  no  way 
interfere  in  family  life. 

As  a  result  of  this  confusion,  I  released 
a  statement  to  the  local  press  in  my 
district  which  point  by  point  denounces 
the  claims  of  the  leaflet  and  which  also 
attempts  to  clarify  some  of  the  bill's 
major  provisions.  I  would  like  to  share 
this  statement  with  you: 

Statement  of  Congressman  Harold  Ford 
the  child  and  family  services  act  of  197  5, 

K.R       2966/S.     626 

In  recent  weeks  leaflets  have  been  dis- 
tributed in  Memphis  and  in  other  cities 
around  the  country  which  attempt  to  dis- 
credit "The  Child  and  Family  Services  Act 
oi  1975. •' 

The  leaflet  purports  to  cite  passages  and 
quotes  from  the  Congressional  Record  in 
describing  the  provisions  of  the  bill.  These 
leaflets  are  totally  false  and  misleading.  They 
bear  absolutely  no  resemblance  to  this  legis- 
lation. For  example:  one  leaflet  indicates 
that  there  is  a  Child  Advocacy  Clause  in  the 
bill  which  would  allow  the  government  to 
come  into  a  home  and  take  over  the  re- 
sponsibility of  a  child.  There  is  no  such 
clause  in  the  bill.  Indeed,  the  bill  specifically 
states  in  Section  504  that  "nothing  in  this 
Act  shall  be  construed  or  applied  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  infringe  upon  or  usurp  the 
moral  and  legal  rights  and  responsibilities  of 
parents  or  guardians  with  respect  to  the 
moral,  mental,  emotional,  physical,  or  other 
development  of  their  children". 

The  leaflet  also  indicates  that  there  iS  a 
"Charter  of  Child's  Rights"  in  the  bill  which 
would  allow  children  to  disobey  their  par- 
ents. The  leaflet  cites  the  Congressional 
Record  in  listing  the  child's  rights.  The 
Charter  of  Child's  Rights  did  appear  in  the 
Congressional  Record.  On  December  2,  1971, 
the  Senate  was  debating  a  Conference  Report 
on  the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  Act. 
This  Act  contained  child  care  provisions.  In 
the  course  of  the  debate  Senator  Carl  T. 
Curtis  of  Nebraska  stated,  "In  England,  child 
development  advocates  have  gone  so  far  as 
to  draft  a  Charter  of  Children's  Rights". 
Curtis  continued  by  reading  from  something 
he  called  "The  Charter  of  Children's  Rights" 
of  the  "British  Advisory  Center  of  Education 
and  the  National  Council  for  Civil  Liberties". 
By  misleading  citation  the  leaflet  implies 
that  this  material  appeared  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  this  year  and  that  it  repre- 
sents the  contents  of  the  bill.  There  is  no 
such  Charter  contained  in  this  bill.  I  had 
never  even  heard  of  the  Charter  or  this  Brit- 
ish group  untu  I  saw  the  leaflet  and  investi- 
gated the  source  of  the  Congressional  Rec- 
ord  statement. 


This  legislation  is  designed  to  provide  the 
following  services: 

Proper  prenatal  care  for  mothers  and 
health  care  for  children  to  Insure  that  they 
are  not  subject  to  handicapping  conditions 
that  could  put  them  on  welfare  as  adults; 

Proper  care  for  the  children  of  working 
mothers  who  are  desperately  trying  to  stay 
off  welfare; 

Food  programs  to  fight  malnutrition  which 
so  quickly  can  ruin  a  child's  body  and  mind. 

In  every  instance,  -the  Child  and  Family- 
Services  Act  requires  not  only  the  parent's 
request  for  any  service,  but  their  participa- 
tion in  as  many  activities  as  possible. 

As  with  any  piece  of  legislation,  this  bill 
has  supporters  and  opponents  in  the  Con- 
gress. There  is  the  question  of  whether  the 
government  should  spend  the  amount  of 
money  this  bill  authorizes.  There  is  the  ques- 
tion of  what  services  should  be  offered,  and 
how  they  can  be  administered  effectively  and 
efficiently.  These  are  the  kinds  of  questions 
that  must  be  debated  and  resolved  by  the 
Congress  and  the  American  people.  They  are 
precisely  the  issues  which  will  be  addressed 
by  the  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor 
when  it  considers  this  legislation. 

The  debate  about  this  bill  or  any  bill  must 
be  based  on  facts.  This  legislation  provides 
needed  services  to  help : 

The  over  200,000  children  who  are  struck 
each  year  by  handicaps  because  their  mothers 
had  not  received  early  health  care; 

The  65  percent  of  all  handicapped  pre- 
school children  who  do  not  receive  special 
services  to  help  them  overcome  their  handi- 
cap; 

The  40  percent  of  all  young  children  of  this 
country  who  are  not  fully  immunized  against 
childhood  diseases; 

The  working  mothers  of  the  five  million 
children  for  which  Jhere  are  no  spaces  in 
licensed  day  care  centers  (statistics  furnished 
by  the  U.S.  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Chil- 
dren and  Yovith) . 

I  want  the  people  of  Memphis  to  know  the 
facts  about  this  legislation.  The  person  or 
persons  who  have  prepared  these  leaflets — 
anonymously,  I  might  add — are  using  scare 
tactics  and  outright  lies  in  a  campaign  to 
deceive  .the  people  of  Memphis. 

There  are  really  two  issues  here.  One  is  the 
bill  itself,  whether  or  not  I  should  support 
it  based  on  the  facts.  The  other  issue  is  this 
smear  campaign  against  the  bill. 

The  first  issue  I  can  handle.  I  am  always; 
ready  to  hear  opposing  views  from  my  con- 
stituents on  any  piece  of  legislation.  My  Job 
is  to  inform  my  constituents  to  the  best  of 
my  ability,  to  solicit  their  views,  and  to  in- 
sure that  when  I  cast  my  vote,  It  is  a  vote  for 
Memphis. 

The  second  issue,  the  distribution  of  these 
leaflets,  is  one  that  I  cannot  handle  alone. 
For  that  reason  I  want  to  call  upon  the 
members  of  the  press  to  investigate  these 
leaflets.  Take  a  hard  look  at  these  leaflets 
and  compare  to  it  the  bill  itself.  The  people 
of  Memphis  deserve  to  know  the  facts. 

Thank  you. 

After  I  made  this  statement,  the  press 
did  indeed  examine  the  bill  against  the 
claims  of  the  leaflet.  The  following  edi- 
torial appeared  in  the  Commercial  Ap- 
peal in  Memphis  on  January  26,  1976: 
Smear  on  Child  Care 

An  anonymous,  unfounded  campaign  is 
being  conducted  across  the  country  against 
a  bill  that  would  provide  comprehensive  day- 
care services  for  children.  Claiming  that  the 
bill  would  take  away  the  authority  of  parents 
over  their  own  children,  the  campaign  has 
tried  to  arouse  anger  and  fear  with  fabrica- 
tions and  malicious  implications  contained  In 
a  widely  circulated  unsigned  flyer. 

The  flyer  quotes  from  statements  in  the 
Congressional  Record,  implying  both  that  the 
opinions  expressed  are  facts  and  that  the 
information  is  current.  But  the  quotes  seem 
to  have  been  pieced  together  from  various 
statements  made  on  Dec.  2,  1971,  during  a  de- 
bate on  an  earlier  child-care  bill. 
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For  one  thing,  the  Record  is  a  ponderous 
work  of  fiction.  Although  its  essential  purpose 
is  to  report  everything  that  is  said  and  done 
In  congressional  sessions,  it  also  includes  Just 
about  anything  the  congressmen  choose  to 
insert.  Speeches,  excerpts  from  books,  news- 
paper stories  and  editorials  and  a  host  of 
other  miscellaneous  matter  choke  the  Record 
like  Amazonian  undergrowth.  The  rhetoric 
is  grandiose  and  occasionaly  impressive,  but 
any  assumption  of  accuracy  or  factualness  is 
ridiculous. 

The  bill  in  question,  which  is  titled  the 
Child  and  Family  Services  Act  of  1975,  has 
many  reasonable,  responsible  critics.  It  has 
been  challenged  on  grounds  of  cost,  duplica- 
tion and  possible  psychological  harm  to  chil- 
dren caused  by  institutional  care  and  day- 
long separation  from  a  parent.  Supporters 
argue  that  the  bill  would  strengthen  low- 
Income  families  by  providing  the  children 
with  the  care  and  experiences  they  need  for 
normal  development  and  by  giving  mothers 
a  greater  opportunity  to  raise  their  families' 
standards  of  living  through  work.  The  im- 
mediate issue,  however,  is  the  smear  cam- 
paign. Until  that  is  thoroughly  discredited, 
it  will  be  difficult  for  Congress  to  deal  with 
the  merits  of  the  bill.  One  indication  of  the 
highly  emotional  controversy  stirred  up  by 
the  flyer  is  the  fact  that  the  bill's  Senator 
sponsor.  Democrat  Walter  Mondale  of  Min- 
nesota, has  received  about  2,000  letters  a  week 
about  it. 

The  flyer  states,  "The  Charter  of  Children'. 
Rights  of  the  National  Council  of  Civil  Liber- 
ties is  becoming  part  of  the  Child  Develop- 
ment Act.''  That's  a  flat  lie,  unless  the  "act" 
referred  to  is  not  the  Mondale  bill.  Such  a 
possibility  can't  be  discounted  because  of  the 
flyer's  deviousness.  The  national  council  is  a 
British  lobbying  group.  The  flyer  continues, 
"Following  are  four  of  the  several  items  pro- 
posed in  this  charter  (as  taken  from  the 
Congressional  Record  44138  .  .  ."  They  in- 
clude assertions  that  children  should  be  pro- 
tected from  inadequacies  in  their  homes, 
from  religious  or  political  indoctrination 
(presumably  by  parents)  and  from  "excessive 
claims  made  on  them,"  which  the  flyer  con- 
strues as  encompassing  household  chores. 

A  grim  prospect,  indeed.  But  Mondale's 
office  says  no  such  charter  or  statement  of 
rights  has  been  proposed  for  the  bill,  nor 
would  he  approve  of  it.  The  Record  quote 
comes  from  the  1971  debate,  in  which  Sen. 
Carl  Curtis  (R-Neb.)  cited  the  national  coun- 
cil's charter  during  an  attack  on  what  he 
called  the  "child  development"  school  of 
thought.  He  warned  about  the  possibility  of 
day-care  centers  becoming  "child  ware- 
houses" as  a  "logical  extension  of  that  kind 
of  rhetoric."  The  word  "rhetoric"  referred 
grammatically  to  the  charter  not  the  bill. 


Curtis  did  not  say  that  the  charter  was 
becoming  a  part  of  any  Child  Development 
Act.  Curtis  told  The  Commercial  Appeal  that, 
while  he  opposes  Mondale's  bill  on  grounds 
of  excessive  federal  regulation,  he  has  not 
seen  the  flyer  and  could  not  comment  on 
its  contents.  Other  critics  of  the  bill  have 
specifically  denounced  the  flyer.  Onalee  Mc- 
Graw  of  the  National  Coalition  for  Children, 
which  argues  that  the  bill's  approach  to  child 
development  favors  special-interest  educa- 
tion groups,  called  the  smear  tactics  counter- 
productive and  a  barrier  to  "true  debate." 

The  flyer  also  attributes  to  the  Record  a 
statement  that  child  advocates  appointed  by 
the  government  would  be  able  to  take  over 
the  education  of  children,  "even  within  the 
home."  In  a  careful  reading  of  the  1971  de- 
bate, we  could  not  find  the  quote.  But  there 
were  pages  of  inserted  comment,  some  of 
which  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  earlier  bill 
itself.  Some,  for  instance,  dealt  with  child- 
care  programs  in  other  countries.  Be  that  as 
it  may,  Mondale's  office  says  his  bill  does  not 
contain  the  words  "child  advocate"  or  pro- 
pose such  a  position. 

In  fact,  the  bill  bans  any  infringement  on 
the  "moral  and  legal  rights  and  responsibili- 
ties of  parents  or  guardians  with  respect  to 
the  moral,  mental,  emotional,  physical  or 
other  development  of  their  children."  The 
proposed  child-care  services  would  be  de- 
signed, set  up  and  supervised  by  local  coun- 
cils, of  which  half  the  members  would  be 
parents  with  children  in  the  program.  The 
children  would  receive  only  those  services 
that  parents  requested. 

The  Child  and  Family  Services  Act  deserves 
an  open,  honest  debate.  The  flyer  is  an  un- 
derhanded, suprious  attempt  to  play  on  the 
emotions  of  uninformed  parents.  It  deserves 
nothing  but  ridicule.  This  is  one  more  ex- 
ample of  the  danger  of  accepting  as  fact  the 
material  printed  in  the  Congressional  Rec- 
ord—material that  can  even  be  amended  by 
congressmen  if  they  have  second  thoughts 
about  what  they've  said  or  inserted. 

Although  this  editorial  calls  into  ques- 
tion the  credibility  of  articles  appearing 
in  the  Record,  I  would  like  to  note  that 
the  statement  I  have  just  made  is  an  ac- 
curate account  of  the  events  which  have 
transpired  in  regard  to  this  bill. 

I  sincerely  appreciate  this  opportunity 
to  speak  to  you  today. 
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CHILD  AND  FAMILY  SERVICES: 
FALSE  INFORMATION  HURTS 
VALID  DEBATE 

Mr.  ABOUREZK.  Mr.  President,  there 
has  been  a  great  deal  of  recent  contro- 
versy about  S.  626,  the  child  and  family 
services  bill.  Unfortunately,  an  unsigned 
"smear  sheet"  containing  completely 
false  information  about  this  proposal 
has  received  wide  circulation. 

Like  many  of  my  colleagues,  I  have 
received  numerous  letters  from  con- 
cerned constituents,  alarmed  at  what 
they  had  read.  Once  lies  and  false  attacks 
have  received  wide  distribution,  refuta- 
tion and  emphasis  on  the  real  issues 
becomes  all  the  more  difficult. 

For  that  reason,  the  Rapid  City, 
S.  Dak.,  Journal  has  performed  a 
valuable  service  in  pointing  out  in  a 
recent  editorial  that  repeating  the  dis- 
credited information  obscures  the  real 
debate  which  should  be  taking  place 
about  day  care  and  services  available  to 
families. 

I  am  a  supporter  of  S.  626.  But  there 
are  no  doubt  improvements  that  could 
improve  the  legislation  and  policy  and 
economic  questions  which  must  be  fully 
explored.  That  is  the  point  made  by  this 
excellent,  well-reasoned  editorial,  and  I 
commend  it  to  my  colleagues. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  text  of  the  editorial  from 
the  Rapid  City,  S.  Dak.,  Journal,  Janu- 
ary 5,  1976,  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

False  Information  Hurts  Valid  Debate 

Things  are  not  always  what  they  seem. 

That's  the  case  with  a  widely-distributed 
leaflet  which  seeks  to  whip  up  opposition  to 
child-care  legislation  now  pending  in  Con- 
gress. 

The  leaflet  cites  nonexistent  provisions  in 
the  bill  and  asserts  the  proposal  would  give 
the  government,  not  the  family,  basic  re- 
sponsibility for  bringing  up  children. 


Some  of  the  material  in  the  leaflet  is 
drawn,  from  what  opponents  said  during  de- 
bate on  a  similar  bill  in  1971.  Other  material 
suggesting  the  bill  would  give  children  the 
right  to  disobey  their  parents  is  drawn  from 
a  proposal  unsuccessfully  promoted  several 
years  ago  by  a  British  group.  It  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  bill  which  has  been  introduced 
in  Congress. 

Primary  sponsors  of  the  -*>ill  have  called 
the  leaflet  a  deliberate  attempt  to  spread 
false  information. 

Opponents  of  the  child  care  bill  say  the 
scare  campaign  is  hurting  their  cause  be- 
cause it  affords  the  opportunity  for  pro- 
ponents to  label  all  opposition  as  being  ultra- 
conservative  and  coming  from  "kooks." 

There  seems  to  be  enough  reasons  for  solid 
debate*  on  the  child  care  bill  without  in- 
jecting false  information  into  the  discussions. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  provide 
federal  funding  to  support  many  types  of 
comprehensive  child-care  programs.  It  car- 
ries a  $1.85  billion  price  tag  for  the  initial 
three  years. 

Sponsors  have  stressed  participation  in  any 
child  care  program  funded  under  the  bill 
would  be  completely  voluntary  and  parents 
would  make  up  half  of  the  membership  of 
any  group  setting  policies  for  these  programs. 
The  bill  also  states  the  family  is  the  pri- 
mary influence  on  child  development  and 
bans  any  interference  with  the  "moral  and 
legal  rights"  of  parents. 

Opposition  to  the  bill  centers  around  its 
stated  cost  and  what  it  could  escalate  to; 
the  belief  the  American  people  have  not 
reached  a  consensus  that  the  federal  gov- 
ernment should  provide  the  kind  of  mass 
developmental  day -care  for  pre -school  chil- 
dren envisioned  in  the  bill;  that  the  federal 
government  should,  not  be  in  partnership 
with  parents  in  the  rearing  of  children  and 
that  regulations  devised  to  implement  the 
bill  may  go  beyond  the  intent  of  the  legis- 
lation. 

The  valid  issues  advanced  by  both  pro- 
ponents and  opponents  of  the  bill  seem  to 
furnish  enough  fuel  for  valid  debate  on  the 
Child  and  Family  Services  Act.  Persons  who 
wish  to  express  their  opinions  to  their  con- 
gressmen, should  be  sure  they  are  based  on 
solid  information  rather  than  an  unfounded 
piece  of,  propaganda  circularized  anonv- 
•xhousiy4. 
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CHILD  AND  FAMILY  SERVICES  ACT 

Mr.  CULVER.  Mr.  President,  in  recent 
weeks  my  office  and  those  of  other  Mem- 
bers of  Congress  have  been  receiving 
letters  and  telephone  calls  from  consti- 
tuents who  are  very  concerned  about  S. 
626,  the  Child  and  Family  Services  Act. 

Their  concern  is  largely  based  en  un- 
signed mimeographed  literature  which 
falsely  claims  that  this  measure  would 
lead  to  the  '  Sovietization  of  the  Ameri- 
can family"'  by  giving  Government  pa- 
rental responsibility  for  millions  of  chil- 
dren, prohibit  parents  from  providing 
religious  training  to  their  children,  and 
give  children  the  legal  right  to  disobey 
their  parents  without  "fear  of  reprisal." 
These  inflammatory  allegations  are  ab- 
solutely and  totally  false. 

The  material  also  states  that  a  "Char- 
ter on  Children's  Rights,"  from  the  Brit- 
ish Advisory  Center  for  Education  and 
the  National  Council  of  Civil  Liberties  in 
Great  Britain,  and  the  so-called  "Child 
Advocacy  Clause"  are  part  of  the  Child 
and  Family  Services  Act.  This  claim  is 
again  completely  unfounded  and  untrue. 
Neither  of  these  documents  nor  any  part 
of  them  is  included  in  S.  626. 

S.  626,  a  bipartisan  bill,  would  make 
available  parent-controlled  voluntary 
basic  health,  education,  and  other  child 
care  services.  It  authorizes  a  flexible  sys- 
tem which  would  allow  communities  to 
develop  their  own  programs  according 
to  their  own  needs  on  a  totally  voluntary 
basis.  It  would  provide  services  for  work- 
ing people  who  need  child  care  programs 
and  want  these  opportunities  for  their 
children,  but  often  cannot  afford  them. 

This  legislation  is  widely  supported  by 
over  100  religious  and  civic  organizations 
including  the  PTA,  the  National  Educa- 
tion Association,  the  U.S.  Catholic  Con- 
ference, the  United  Methodist  Church, 
and  the  Child  Welfare  League  of  Amer- 
ica. 

There  is,  of  course,  room  for  legitimate 
disagreement  on  such  legislation,  but  it 
is  unfortunate  that  the  organized  attack 
against  the  bill  is  largely  based  on  mis- 
representation of  the  provisions  and  pur- 
poses of  the  Child  and  Family  Services 
Act. 

For  this  reason,  I  feel  that  Members  of 
Congress  and  the  public  should  judge 
this  measure  on  its  merits,  based  on  the 
facts ;  and  I  think  it  might  be  of  interest 
for  those  concerned  to  read  an  editorial 
from  the  Cedar  Rapids  Gazette  and  one 
from  the  Minneapolis  Tribune,  which  was 
reprinted  in  the  Des  Moines  Tribune. 
These  editorials  set  the  record  straight 
on  the  misconceptions  that  have  been 
created. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  edi- 
torials be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorials 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec- 
ord, as  follows : 


[From   the   Cedar   Rapids    (Iowa)    Gazette 
Feb.  1,  1976] 
Child  Care  Distortion 
One  of  several  possibilities  for  better  day- 
care service  being  studied  by  congress  is  a 
bill  called  the  child  and  family  services  act. 
It  would  provide  federal  funding  for  a  new 
program   of   comprehensive  services  of   care 
for    children    whose    parents    are    away    at 
work — all  on  a  completely  voluntary  basis. 

The  bill  proposes  an  expansion  of  federal 
spending  at  a  time  when  budget  cutting  and 
election-year  considerations  overshadow 
other  kinds  of  concerns.  It  faces  a  veto  if 
enacted.  The  timing  is  doubtful  and  pros- 
pects of  passage  are  currently  dim. 

In  view  of  all  this  background,  plus  the 
basicallly  good  motive  of  providing  better 
lives  and  opportunity  for  youngsters  other- 
wise confronted  with  neglect  or  deprivation, 
another  thing  about  the  bill  is  most  surpris- 
ing: why  it  has  come  under  fire  as  the  worst 
threat  to  American  ideals  since  Marx  put 
communism  on  the  board. 

Legitimate  objections  from  reasonable 
critics  paint  the  day-care  promotion,  under- 
standably, as  a  weakening  of  family  fabric  a 
move  toward  government  control  in  the  rear- 
ing of  children.  Printed,  fliers  circulating 
widely  in  this  part  of  [the  country — un- 
marked as  to  source — distort  that  to  a  point 
that  strains  the  credibility. 

To  quote  one  example,  allegedly  drawn 
from  the  Congressional  Record: 

"As  a  matter  of  the  child's  rights,  the  gov- 
ernment shall  exert  control  over  the  family 
because  we  have  recognized  that  the  child  Ls 
not  the  care  of  the  parents,  bvit  the  care  of 
the  state.  We  recognize,  further,  that  not 
parental  but  communal  forms  of  upbringing 
have  an  unquestionable  superiority  over  all 
other  forms." 

Manifestly,  that  is  utter  fabrication.  No 
congressman  could  sponsor  such  a  piece  of 
infamy,  let  alone  vote  for  it,  and  ever  pull 
two  dozen  votes  again.  Factually,  the  bill  it- 
self asserts  that  nothing  in  it  can  be  "con- 
strued or  applied  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
infringe  upon  or  usurp  the  moral  and  legal 
rights  and  responsibilities  of  parents  or 
guardians"  or  to  permit  "any  invasion  of 
privacy  otherwise  protected  by  law." 

Realistically,  the  child  care  proposal  an- 
swers a  need,  raises  no  dire  threat  and  grows 
out  of  respectable  motives  but  stands  little 
chance  of  going  far  very  soon  on  its  merits, 
all  pressures  considered.  What  bids  to  be  the 
biggest  lie  since  Goebbels  masterminded 
Hitler's  is  a  useless  contribution  to  debate, 
deserving  nothing  but  contempt  from  ear- 
nestly concerned  Americans  on  cither  side 
of  the  issue. 
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